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The following publications report the work conducted under this
! • contract. As can be seen,Athis work focused upon a number of processes

involved during organizational change and assimilation of members into
organizations.

S1 Gardner, D. G., Dunham, R. B. , Cummings, L. L., & Pierce, J. L.
Focus of attention at work and reactions to organizational change.
In press, Journal of Applied Behavioral Science.

2. Gardner, D. G., Cummings, L. L., Dunham, R. B., & Pierce, J. L.
SFocus of attention at work and leader-follower relationships. In

press, Journal of Occupational Behavior.

3. Pierce, J. L., & Dunham, R. B. (1987). Organizational commit-
ment: Pre-employment propensity and initial work experiences.
Journal of Management, 13, 1, 163-178.

4. Dunham, R. B., Pierce, J. L., & Castafleda, M. B. Alternative work
schedules: Two field quasi-experiments. In press, Personneli • Psychology.

. Paper # addresses a series of organizational redesign interventions.

Study is made not only of how members reacted to these changes but,
more importantly, how their focus of attention mediated these reac-
"tions.

SPaper #2 also studies employee focus of attention. In this paper, it
is demonstrated that the direction and magnitude of employee focus of

t attention influence the manner in which employees react to variations
in leader behavior.

Paper #3 examines the development of organizational commitment for a
group of employees. These employees are studied prior to entering the

m organization and for one year subsequent to entry.

Paper #4 also explores worker reactions to organizational change.
Studies from two different organizations are reported, each utilizing a
quasi-experimental design. The manner in which employees react top change (alternative work schedules) is studied over a 7-12 monthS• period.

Not reported specifically in any of these four papers is the work con-

. ;•ducted on the development of an instrument to assess worker receptivity
to change. During the conduct of research funded by this grant, an ex-
ploratory instrument was developed and initial validation conducted.
The current version of this instrument contains 18 items and measures:

S• ccgnitive, affective, and behavioral tendency components of attitude
, towards change as well as overall receptivity to change.
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Ij FOCUS OF ATTENTION AT WORK

AND REACTIONS TO ORGANIZATIONAL CHANGE

ABSTRACT

This study examines three major issues: (1) why employees react

differently to organizational change, (2) the conceptualization for a

multifaceted construct label6d employee focus of attention at work,

and (3) the influence of focus of attention on reactions to systematic

* change efforts. Several related issues are empirically examined in a

* - longitudinal study of 476 clerical workers in three regional offices

o • of a large insurance company. Job change interventions were conducted

in each of the three offi.-es, affecting 300 of these employees.

Results indicate that focus of attention moderates the effectiveness

of Job change interventions for both "soft" (e.g., satisfaction) and

S "hard" (e.g., performance) dependent variables.
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This paper theoretically and empirically explores three topics:

(1) why employees react differently to changes in their work

, environment, (2) identification and understanding of what employees

focus their attention upon while at work, and (3) the role that focus of

"attention has in moderating reactions to planned change First, we

~ develop the conceptual and operational definitions for a construct

labeled employee focus of attention. This construct captures that which

occupies employees' cognitive Ppace while they are at work. We argue

that the construct is multidimensional, related to individual reactions

- to organizational change, and measurable. Second, we present data

S- supporting the practical importance of employees' focus of attention

W • while they are at work. We demonstrate that focus of attention

moderates employee reactions to planned changes in the work

environment. Third, based on the results of our study we suggest ways

~ in which planned change efforts might be made more effective. Finally,

we argue for further theoretical and methodological advancements of the

construct by proposing specific avenues for future research.

~ Focus of Attention

The focus of attention construct has been conceptually and

operationally explored previously (Gardner, Pierce, Dunham, & Cummings,

1985; Gardner, Dunham, Cummings, & Pierce, 1986a; Gardner, Dunham,
ell

Cummings, & Pierce, 1986b). In these earlier papers, the focus

construct was theoretically developed and received initial, empirical

construct validity support. These previous studies have shown that

there is significant variation iii focus of attention across employees

and employee groups. These studies have also shown that focus of

* 4
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attention influences the way in which employees perceive their work

P environment and affects reactions to these perceptions once formed.

This has been documented in such areas of study as Job design, leader

behavior, and work unit structure. Focus of attention has also been

shown to be conceptually and empirically distinct from such related

constructs as organizational commitment, intrinsic motivation, and job

involvement. The present paper significantly extends exploration of the

importance of focus of attention because it is the first reported study

on that construct which explores organizational change.

"In the present study, as in prior studies, we define focus of

attention as an employee's cognitive orientation toward each of multiple

"targets." Focus represents what an employee thinks about, concentrates

on, and cognitively attends to while at work. There are many possible

targets of attention that employees might focus on while at work, some

of which exist inside and some outside the work environment (e.g., one's

job and family). Moreover, targets of attention may vary within

employees throughout the workday. We believe, however, that despite the

numerous possible targets and daily fluctuations, employees do

characteristically (i.e., consistently) focus on identifiable classes of

targets (e.g., Wacker, 1981). That is, unless some other stimulation

(e.g., a comment from a cc-worker) disrupts an employees typical

allocation of attention, an employee will routinely attend to and think

about specifiable classes of events. We define focus of attention as a

characteristic in the global sense, acknowledging that any individuails

state at a given moment may not reflect their general tendencies
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S(of. Epstein & O'Brien, 1985, for an extensive discussion of

global-specific behavior patterns).

P In the present study we empirically examine the roles of tnree

targets of attention: (1) job factors (characteristics of employees'

"jobs in a traditional job design sense), (2) work unit factors

(including such characteristics as size and independence of employees'

work units), and (3) off-job factors (events and people that exist

outside of employees' workplaces). These targets are henceforth

respectively referred to as Job focus, work unit focus, and off-job

'•. focus. We have chosen these three focus of attention targets because we

Sbelieve they represent major foci of employees' conscious awareness

while at work. Furthermore, we have found that these targets of

attention are readily comprehended and responded to by employees.

Finally, we have found that they interact with worker perceptions of

Stheir environment in several nonexperimental studies. Thus, the three

targets have proven useful in our earlier research.

Focus of Attention and Organizational Change

The impetus for this research derives from two major sources,

First, it has long been assumed that a thorough understanding of human

behavioral processes is prerequisite to a complete theory of how people

perceive and react to workplace experiences. This is particularly true

for changes in the nature of work and the context in which these changesA
take place (cf. Hulin & Blood, !968). It is readily apparent in the

& organizational development literature that employee resistance to change

has received much attention (e.g., Watson, 1971). Many theories havw

been advanced to explain why employees differ in their receptiveness to

U •- ,' , " " ", - -. - . "
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work environment changes. Examples include such forces as: (1) lack of

trust, (2) "frozen" attitudes, values, and/or beliefs, (3) fear of

unknown consequences, and (4) lack of involvement in the change process

S(e.g., Huse, 1980; Lewin, 1951). Unfortunately, despite their face
validity, little rigorous research exists to support theories of

' differential reactions to work environment changes (White, 1977).

We believe that approaching the issue of employee reactions to work

environment changes from a more fundamental perspective--the degree to

* which employees are focusing on what is being changed--might better

explain variability in effectiveness of organizational interventions.

SOur emphasis on what employees think about at work is suggested as a new

insight into the underlying processes of employee receptivity to change.

"The second impetus for our research comes from the works of Dunham,

Pierce, and Newstrom (1983), Mezoff (1982), Weick (1979), and others

S(e.g., Wacker, 1981), who suggest that the way individuals allocate

their attention affects how they perceive stimuli and how they react to

those perceptions. For example, Mezoff (1982) concluded that the

effectiveness of human relations training (T-groups) varies as a

function of cognitive style (viz., field independence). Previous

studies of individual differences in perceptual style have been global.

generally unrelated tz specific targets of attention, and often

"far-removed from the realities o. organizational environments. In

contrast, in the present study we empirically examine three specific

classes of events that employees possibly fccu5 on while at wor, ,

work unit, and off-job), and which possibly affect how they perceive and

react to actual work environment changes.

-*** . ¾,*" -
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While the importance of focus of attention could be demonstrated in

i several ways (Gardner et al., 1986b), our hypotheses center on focus of

attention as a moderator of the relationships between a specific

organizational intervention (viz., changes in job content) and employee

reactions (e.g., performance, satisfaction). We base our hypotheses on

three premises. First, if employees focus their attention highly on

their jobs, then they will react more to strongly to changes in job

content than employees who focus little on their Jobs. Second, if

S-. employees focus strongly cn their work unit, then they will be

distracted from and react less to changes in job content, on average,

than will employees who focus very little on their work unit. Third, if

employees focus strongly on factors/events that exist outside of the

"general work environment, they will be relatively insensitive to changes

in work-related characteristics (compared to employees who focus less on

off-job phenomena). Note that we assume that employees with low work

unit and low off-job focus concentrate more (though not necessarily

strongly) on their jobs than do high work unit and high off-job focus

employees. That is, we assume different effects from high job focus

than high work unit or off-job focus, because people have limited

amounts of attentional capacity, and because humans are primarily serial

processors of information (i.e., they think about only one thing at a

time). The plesent studies investigate the role of three particular

targets of focus of attention. Although other targets could have been

investigated, these three were chosen because of our belief that they

represent particular salient targets of attention, and are reasonably

stable.
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HYPOTHESES AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The organizational development literature is filled with examples

of failures of job and organizational change interventions (cf. Frank &

Hackmnan, 1975; Golembiewski, Proehl, & Sink, 1982). Unfortunately,

little literature exists which empirically examines the hypothesis that

individual differences affect the impact of organizational change on

employee reactions. This is especially true when we consider

differences in what employees cognitively attend to while at work. One

reason that interventions might not "take" is because a significant

number of employees simply do not notice the changes, ignore the

changes, concentrate very little on the implemented changes, and/or

consider the changes to be of little personal relevance. Responses of

this nature may be attributed to a cognitive orientation characterized

by a low work environment focus. On the other hand, employees who focus

a great deal on the work environment are likely to sense changes in that

environment, concentrate on those changes, and react strongly to them.

Thus, it is predicted that employees' focus of attention will moderate

their reactions to work environment changes, with employees reacting

more strongly if they are focusing on the work ervironment aspect being

changed.

In the present study, subjects experienced several significant

changes to their joos (e.g., increased feedback about performance). e

predicted that employees who characteristically focus on their jobs

would react relatively strongly to these changes. On the other hand, we
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predicted that employees whose focus is directed elsewhere would be

relatively unreactive to changes in their jobs. There are two primary

reasons why we expect employee focus of attention to influence worker

reactions to organizational changes. First, we expect focus of

attention to significantly affect perceptions of the nature of these

I ~changes. For example, those who are focusing strongly on the design of

their Jobs should be more sensitive to changes in their Jobs. Second,

we expect focus of attention to influence the type and strength of

response to a change because of the effect focus has on the salience of

that particular aspect of the work environment.

These predictions are detailed in Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3:

I Hi Job focus will interact with job change such that high job

focus employees react more strongly to job change than do low

job focus employees.

I tH? Work unit focus will interact with job change such that low

work unit focus employees react more strongly to job change

than do high work unit focus (distracted from job) employees.

SH3 Off-job focus will interact with job change such that low

off-job focus employees react more strongly to job change than

do high off-job focus (distracted from job) employees.

MTHOD

Sample and Procedure

S,Iirveys ware administered at three regional offices (henceforth

referred to as sites A, B. and C) of a large Midwest-based insurance

company at two points ir time ctotal Nz476, experimental group N=30u.
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control group N:176). Each survey included all of the self-report

measures used in this study. Five months after the first survey, 300 of

Sthe subjects experienced planned changes in their Jobs. A second survey,

identical to the first, was administered three months after the changes

began. Participants were assigned to change (experimental) or nonchange

(control) groups by random selection of intact employee work units one

month prior to the changes. Units were defined by such functions as

claims, policy services, and underwriting. For matched functions (e.g.,

claims) within a research site, work units differed only by the state or

area serviced (e.g. Iowa versus Minnesota), Work units were physically

separated (e.g., different floors of a building) throughout the study,

although within a site all employees were located in the same office

complex. Specifically, in site A (N=193) 109 employees were in the

experimental group, and 84 were in the control group; in site B (N:153)

108 subjects were in the experimental group and 45 were in the control

group; and in site C (N=114) 83 subjects were in the experimental group

and 31 were in the control group. The total sample averaged 33.2 years

of age, 32 months tenure with the company and had an education level of

12.33 years (25% had some college education). There were no

statistically significant age, tenure, or education level differences

between control and experimental groups (either within or across sites).

Survey data wera collected in a conference room at each workplace

on company time. Surveys were administered to groups of approximately

20 employees. Because multiple sessions were necessary to survey all

participants, survey directions were uniformly presented using a

videotape played at the beginning of each session. Two members of the

* . . . . . . . . .
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research team were present during the survey to coordinate the process

and answer questions. No members of management were present. Employees

were given the opportunity to decline participation in the survey. Over

• 95% chose to participate, and 95% of those employees voluntarily signed

their names to their surveys to allow matching of surveys across time,

.. ! and to allow additional data collection from subjects' supervisors and

personnel records.

SJob chance interventions. The Jcb changet conducted during this

.. * study were implemented as part of a program designed to concurrently

improve the quality of work life for employees and improve

S• organizational effectiveness. Our overall strategy followed the

traditional action-research model. To design the changes, a series of

"23 "Job improvement teams" were formed--one for each of the several

ti l employee functions at each location. Each team cvnsisted of three

clerical employees, one first-line supervisor, one second-line

supervisor, one member of the research team, and one representative from

- the corporate office of the company.1

S• At the first meeting of each team, results of the first survey (the

pretest obtaining responses to questions regarding job characteristics,

',,J jJob satisfaction, motivation, etc.) were presented along with aggregated

= ,• personnel data for the same employees. The data were the primary topic

of discussion at this first meeting. At the second meeting, an attempt

was made to identify strengths and weaknesses of employee responses as

well as the iikely causes of these respunses (e.g., leader behavior:,

Job design, work unit structure). The third meeting of teams was

4 devoted to identifying potential job changes to enhance quality of work



life and organizational effectiveness. Subsequent to the third meeting,

the research team integrated suggested changes and presented these as a

.• written proposal to top management of the company.Z After review by top

management (most suggestions were approved), the final meetings of the

teams focused on developing implementation plans for introducing the Job

E changes. Top management provided visible support for proposed changes.

Figure 1 summarizes the study procedure.

Insert Fig-ure 1 about here
o / .

A total of 23 sets of interventions were made, each consisting of a

number of job changes, one set for each of the job improvement teams.

Each set of changes was presented to employees as a three-montha• experiment after which the effectiveness of the changes would be

,. determined. Decisions for permanent changes were to be based on the

results of tne three-month trials.3

i The interventions in all three sites were multi-faceted, but their

primary focus was techno-structural (cf. Friedlander & Brown, 1974; and

Nicholas & Katz, 1985). The model driving most of the planned changes

was traditional job enrichment theory (e.g. , the job characteristics

model; Hacknman & Oldham, 1980), though some of the changes were

incidental and relatively mincr (e.g., putting bulletin boards in work

unit areas). Job enrichmont theory essentially states that when

emi-.oyees perceive their work to be meaningful, feel responsible for the

results of their work, and have knowledge about the resuits of their

... .. ... - " V ,.-., .'.r' - .P. ,.. .. . . .. -, . .. .Co2.•• .. € - ,'"' . . . . • ,
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work efforts, they will evince high satisfaction, motivation,

performance, attendance, punctuality, and intent to stay with the

organization (our dependent variables; see below). Thus, attempts were

made to change the nature of the work itself to create the pre-requisite

feelings necessary for the desirable outcomes.

At each of the three regional offices, certain changes were

included in all of the interventions. In site A, the following changes

were made: (1) feedback about individual performance was made more

specific and given more often by supervisors, (2) monthly meetings were

initiated in which work unit members could identify problems, and

develop and implement solutions to the problems, and (3) each work unit

participated in a project to enhance awareness of the functions of other

work units, including such aspects as career moves, cross training

opportunities and explanations of how work flowed through the office.

In site B, the following changes were made; (1) measurement of work

output was changed from a daily basis to a weekly basis (job improvement

teams felt that there was excessive monitoring of performance), (2)

supervisors developed and implemented individual quality of work

measures for subordinates, (3) supervisors met with subordinates

individually each month to provide performance feedback, (4) each unit

made a presentation to all the other work units, explaining its

functions and responsibilities, and (5) monthly meetings similar to

those in site A were initiated. Changes in site C included all those

made in site B except for the monthly meetings.

in addition to changes that were common to all experimental groups

in a given site, each experimental group experienced changes that were
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specific to their work unit which generally tailored the redesign of

individual Jobs to the characteristics of the different work units. For

Sexample, one unit in site A formed semi-autonomous work groups where

previously each employee had performed, individually, only one or a few

tasks. In general, both technical and social aspects of the work

content and context were changed. The interventions were appropriately

viewed by the senior management of the company as a large scale,

long-term organizational development program involving both structural

and procedural changes.

ZC. Given that the experiments involved a large number of changes, it

, le was the collage of interventions which was likely to affect employee

behaviors and attitudes. This study examines the reactions of employees

N " to the aggregate of these changes. Since changes across the three

offices were sufficiently different, and there were several significant

pre-test differences across offices (see below), we have a three-sample

test of our hypotheses. We must emphasize that in the present paper we

are not particularly interested in documenting which of the

organizational changes produced what specific types of effects. Rather,

we are interested in a relatively exploratory test of the degree to

"which focus of attention influences reactions to organizational change

in a more general sense. Given our pirspective, we make no attempt to

isolate the effects of the individual changes.

" Variables and Measures

Focus of Attention

Focus of attention was measured with scales developed by Gardner et

al. (1985). These scales were designed to reduce common methods bias
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with other conventional measures by using a nontraditional item format.

Specifically, subjects were asked to indicate how much they "think

about" each of the three focus targets (Job, work unit, and

off-Job) while they are at work. Each target was defined on the

instrument, and subjects indicated their responses on single 13 cm

vertical linea anchored by almost all the time at the top and almont

ntyr at the bottom (see Figure 2). There were three such scales, one

for each of the focus targets. Scores for each target were derived from

the 13 cm scale using a 50-point, equal interval scale (0 z almost

' C • 50 = almost all of the time). Test-retest reliabilities of the

focus measures in our prior research have averaged about .64 over two to

three months. An additional advantage of our measurement technique Is

that by dividing each specific focus score by the sum of focus scores,

an index of the degree to which an employee focuses on a target rative

to total focus of attention is created. Thus, we have a second

formulation which Jointly considers an individual's scores on all three

focus targets. Secondarily, these scores, which we term focus percent,

reduce much of the variance in scores caused by leniency, central

tendency, and severity response styles, because they produce scores in a

common metric across subjects; that is, percent (proportion) of focus

allocated to each of the three possible targets.

Insert Figure 2 about here

• 'J ,• " " "" " • • "- - - - - - - - --.- - - - - --'• '•. -" • * - - . , ,-- - - - - - - -. . . .. ..
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Dependent Variables

Job satisfagtion was measured with the Index of Organizational

Reactions (Dunham, Smith, & Blackburn, 1977). Items for the

supervision, kind of work, amount of work, co-worker, physical work

conditions, and compensation satisfaction subscales were included.

Because the organizational changes implemented in these studies were

bro&d, and since our emphasis in this paper is on reactions to changes

in total, an overall measure of satisfaction was used which was formed

by adding the individual subscales.

Intrinsic motivation was measured with the four-item scale

developed by Hackman and Lawler (1971).

*Behavioral intentions were measured with four 5-point Likert-type

items, two for absence intent and two for turnover intent. Subjects

indicated the degree to which they agreed with the following statements:

(a) "I often think about quitting my Job", (b) "I expect to quit my Job

within the next three years", (c) "I often think about not coming t(,

work", and (d) "I expect to be absent from work at least once in the

next two months." Items (a) and (b) were added to form a quit intent

measure, while items (c) and (d) were added to form an absence intent

measure.

Pefomnce was measured three different ways. First, subjects

rated their own performance using a single-ite.a, five-point, very good

to very poor scale (one month prior to and three months after the job

changez). Second, supervisors rated their subordinates using the same

scale as subordinates. Third, the company monitored each employee's

productivity with a formal "work measurement plan (WMP) This WMP
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Ssystem was based on a time-motion study of each Job, resulting in an

expected performance rate. A count was maintained of the number of

Stasks completed each day. A per cent of standard index was calculated

for each subject each day. WNP data were independently verified by the

"• Management Information Systems Division of the company at the unit

Slevel. In the few cases where discrepancies were found, the immediate

supervisor was responsible for resolving the difference.

Absence and tardiness data were collected from personnel records.

Specifically, absence occurrences, days absent, tardy occurrences, and
it

minutes tardy per occurrence were gathered for subjects who identified

themselves on their survey. Except for minutes tardy, data were

' converted to a monthly rate before analysis. Tardiness data were not

"available from site C.

Data Analyses

3Reliability estimates were obtained using test-retest correlations

and coefficient alphas. Data were analyzed using analyses of variance

and moderated regression procedures (a dummy-coded variable was used to

3 indicate whether subjects were members of the experimental or control

group). Hypothesized interactions were tested using hierarchical

multiple regression (cf. Cohen & Cohen, 1975). With this statistical

procedure, dependent variable measures are regressed on treatment

* (experimental versus control' and focus of attention first, and then on

the interaction of treatment and focus. This controls for any pretest

differences between groups before the interaction is evaluated. A

significant interaction is interpreted only after effects of condition

and focus of attention are partialled out. Interactions of focus of
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attention with job changes were examined on posttest measures within

each of the three research sites (A, B, and C), using both raw and

! • percent focus scores. Where both forms of the focus measures produced

similar interactions, only the raw score interaction is reported.

RESULTS

I • Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 presents the sample sizes, means, standard deviations, and

,p reliability estimates of all study variables. Table 2 presents

Sintercorrelations of pretest and posttest measures. Examination of

those correlations reveals a pattern also found in Gardner et al.

• ~ (1986b): Employees who are satisfied with their work environment tend

I_ to have a high Job focus, while employees who are dissatisfied with

S.- their environment tend to have a high off-job focus.

Insert Tables 1 and 2 about here

Analyses of variance on pre-test measures revealed that the three

research sites significantly differed (p<.05) on all dependent variable

- *" measures except self-rated performance (F=.62, ns), further supporting
our strategy of separately analyzing data for the three sites.

Main Effects of Interventions

Main effects of the interventions on post-test dependent variable

.~ measures were tested with multiple regression. Specifically, each

post-test dependent variable was first regressed on the corresponding

pre-test measure, and then on the dummy-coded intervention variable.

!1~
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Significant intervention effects (p<.05) were found on: WMP performance

in site A (negative effect), and self-ratings of performance in sites B

and C (positive effects). Overall, the interventions had few direct

effects on the dependent variables. Some employees showed improvement

following the interventions, some declined, and others did not change

substantially.

Tests of Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 predicted interactions of pretest Job focus with the

job changes on posttest dependent variable measures. Three significant

interactions were obtained in site A with raw scores, on intrinsic

motivation (4R2=.06, p<.01; 184 df), absence intent (&R2=.02; p<. 0 5; 180

df), and WMP performanze (,&R2=.05; p<.01; 97 df). The interaction on

motivation was as predicted. Intrinsic motivation was higher in the

experimental group than the control group for high job focus employees,

while the opposite was true for low Job focus employees. The

interaction on absence intent, opposite to predictions, indicated that

intent was higher in the experimental group than the control group for

low Job focus employees, and no differences for high job focus

employees. The interaction on performance indicated that performance

was much lower in the experimental group than the control group for rVh

job focus employees, and no differences for low job focus employ'e'3 :.

This also is contrary to prediction, because we predicted that hig: Job

focus employees would react positively to the changes and low job focus

employees would be relatively unreactive. In odd••on, two interactions

of job focus percent and the intervention were obtained on minutes tardy

(LRZ:.19; rP<.01, 30 df), and overall job satisfaction (R2=:.06; p<.01l

°•-~~~ AN IL ,'" "-'" '- ' • "-:- " :"""'•""-"" """" "" "" ""•"'- ' """-"--""•"
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183 df). The interaction on tardiness indicates that high Job focus

employees in the experimental group were much less tardy than high job

focus employees in the control group, while the opposite was true for

* low job focus employees. The interaction on satisfaction indicates that

high Job focus employees were much more satisfied in the experimental

group than in the control group, while the opposite was true for low job

focus employees. The latter two interactionz clearly support Hypothesis

1. Thus, in site A, it appears that employees who focus strongly on

* their jobs reacted inconsistently to Job changes, when compared to those

employees who did not experience the Job changes.

Three significant interactions with raw scores were obtained in

site B, on satisfaction (&Rz.08; p<.01; 144 df), intrinsic motivation

* (UR2=:02; p<.05; 149 df), and absence intent (R 2=.02; p<.05; 149 df).

The interactions on satisfaction and motivation indicated higher means

in the experimental group than the control group for low Job focus

Semployees, while the opposite was true for high job focus employees.

The interaction on absence intent indicated that the mean was higher in

Sthe experimental group than the control group for high Job focus

employees, while the opposite was true for low job focus employees.

These three interactions were opposite to predictions, because we

predicted that high job focus employees would react positively to the

changes and low job focus employees would be relatively unreactive. Two

additional interactions were obtained with the job focus percent

measure: on absence occurrences (LRz;.24, p<.O1; 73 df), and tardy
r<.

occurrences (aR2=.15, p<.05; 30 df). Both of these I.iteractions

indicate, as hypothesized, that absence and tardiress was lower in the
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• " experimental group than the control group for high Job focus employees,

! while the opposite was true for low job focus employees.

In the third site (C) two significant interactions of Job focus

percent and the intervention were obtained on supervisor-rated

performance (&R2=.03; p<.0 5 ; 97 df) and absence occurrences (LRZ=.07;

Sp<.05; 64 df). These interactions indicate, as hypothesized, that

* performance is higher and absence lower for high Job focus employees in

, • the experimental group than the control group. There was little

difference in levels across conditions for low job focus employees.

Thus, while results are mixed in each site, Hypothesis 1 tended to

Sreceive support on "hard" measures (e.g., absence), but not on "soft"

measures (e.g., satisfaction).

Hypothesis 2 predicted interactions of work unit focus and the

interventions on the study's dependent variables. No significant

interactions were found in site A. Four significant interactions with

raw focus scores were obtained in Site B, on satisfaction

(6R 2 =.08; p<.01; 143 df), intrinsic motivation (GR2:.06; p<.01; 184 df),

quit intent (LR2=.03; p<.05; 148 df), and supervisor-rated performance

4W=2:.03; p<.05; 141 df). The first three interactions were as

*; •. predicted. Favorable reactions were higher in the experimental group

-e • than the control group for low work unit focus employees, while the

opposite was true for high work unit focus (job-distracted) employees.

The interaction on performance indicates no differences across

S'conditions for high work unit focus employees, as hypothesized.

--. '"i However, low work unit focus employees performed better in the control

group than the experimental group, contrary to predictions. One

,'I . ' - . . . - ' - . . . . - . . . . .- . . • . . ,1,, ,, . . . . . . . . - . . . . . ..
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"additional interaction was obtained with work unit focus percent scores

i • on absence occurrence (LAR2:.19; p<.O1; 78 df ). In support of

0 0 Hypothesis 2, high work unit focus employees showed no differences in

absences across conditions. However, contrary to predictions, low work

unit focus employees were more absent in the experimental group than in

S' the control group. Lastly, in site C, two significant interactions were

obtained with work unit focus percent scores on supervisor-rated

NLI performance (,&R2:.05; p<.05, 99 df ) and self-rated performance(zLR 2 =.03;

,. ! p<.05; 98 df ). Both of these interactions indicate, contrary to

' Hypothesis 2, that high work unit focus employees perform better in the

i • experimental group than the control group, while there were no

differences for low work unit focus employees. Overall, Hypothesis 2

' .~ was supported for "soft" measures of employee responses, but not on the

"hard" measures. This pattern is opposite to what was found for

Hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 3 predicted interactions of off--job focus and the

interventions on the study's dependent variables. Two significant

interactions were obtained with raw foc-is scores, in site A, on aosence

intent (ARz=.02; p<.05; 180 df), aad on quit intent (IAR2=.02; p<.05; 184

• .. ; df). Both interactions indicate that the mean was higher in the

experimental rroup than the control group for high off-job focus

employees, while there was little difference for low off-job focus

employees. Similar effects were found in site B on quit intent (ARz,2-

p<.0 5 ; 144 df ). An additional effect in site B with focus percent

scores on WIP performance (LR2=.03; p<.0 5; 110 df ) indicates that high

off-job focus employees performed better in the experimental group than

"%



• i 23

the control group, while no differences were found for lows. In site C,

the effect on quit intent was again discovered (%_R2=.03; p<.05; 105 df)

with high off-Job focus employees reacting negatively to the

, interventioi. and low off-job focus employees reacting very little. All

of these interactions are opposite to predictions for Hypothesis 3

S:'&cause we expected high off-Job focus (job-distracted) employees to be

relatively unreactive to changes in their jobs. One interaction with

focus percent scores in site C partially supported Hypothesis 3, on

absence occurrence (RZ=.05; p<.05; 64 df ). Absence occurrence was

lower for low off-job focus employees in the experimental group than the

control group, but the opposite occurred for high off-job focus

employees (i.e., they reacted negatively to the intervention). Overall,
p., .. ,

• • Hypothesis 3 was consistently unsupported.

In summary, Hypothesis I was supported by significant interactions
I • of Job focus and change on motivation and satisfaction (site A),

tardi.ness, absence, and supervisor-rated performance, and unsupr-rted on

absence intent, WMP performance, and satisfaction and motivation (site

B). Hypothesis 2 was supported by significant interactions of work unit

focus and change on satisfaction, motivation, and quit intent, and

"unsupported on self- and supervisor-rated performance, and absence.

Hypothesis 3 was unsupported by significant interactions of off-job

rtocus and change on absence and qui4t intent, WMP performance, and

. absene. Table 3 summarizes significant results related to all three

hypothese• in all three research sites.

- .

InetTal about here

V"
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DISCUSSION

There were two major goals of the present study. First, we wanted

to rigorously examine the question of why many organizational

interventions succeed or fail. Second, we wanted to continue our

exploration of the focus of attention construct, with a new sample and

different research question. Thus, the present research explores both

practical and theoretical issues.

Focus of attention moderated the effectiveness of Job change

-nterventions in the three offices examined in the present study.

Significant interactions were obtained at well above chance rates, and

~ several accounted for substantial amounts of dependent variable variance

(up to 24%).4 Moreover, examination of the role of focus of attention

illustrated effects of the interventions that would have gone undetected

if only main effects had been studied. Results, however, provide very

mixed -support for Hypotheses 1 and 2, and consistent non-support for

Hypothesis 3. Because of the mixed and contradictory nature of results

it is with caution that we offer an interpretation of our findings.

Hypothesis 1 predicted that high Job focus employees would react

more favorably to the job changes than would low job focus employees.

At first glance it would seem that this hypothesis received very mixed

support: Seven significant interactions supported the hypothesis, while

*ive did not. However, five of the seven supportive interactions were

on 'hard dependent variables (i.e., the source of the data was not the

employee). Four of the five unsupportive interactions were on soft

dependent variables (i.e., self-report data). Common methods bias does
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not lilkely account for this pattern because analyses dealt with

non-linear (interactive) relationships between focus and the dependent

variables. High Job focus employees in our study reacted consistently

"'. (i.e., across all three sites) and positively to the interventions in

terms of performance, absence, and/or tardiness. Close examination of

the pattern of interactions on the soft dependent variables reveals that

in site A, highs also responded positively in terms of intrinsic

motivation and overall satisfaction, and that it was only in site B that

highs became less satisfied and motivated after the interventions. We

can only surmise that differences in the specific nature and actual

' implementation of the interventions at the two sites account for the

different results on satisfaction and motivation. It would appear that

effects are less generalizable for affective variables than for

behavioral variables. Nonetheless, our general. hypothesis that the

-I degree to which employees focus on specific targets in their work

4 environment affects how much they will react to changes to those targets

is supported. This is true even though the moderating effects of focus

of attention were not in the predicted directions, When we .ieveloped

our hypothesis we had assumed that job changes to ho implemented would

be considered favorubly by most employees. In reality, the perceived

"desirability' of the changes actually implemented varied substantially,

particularly from site to site.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that employees who focue strongly on a

non-job related target, their work unit, would react less to changes in

tneir jobs than would employeols who do not strongly locus on their work

unit. Results relevant to this hypothesis resemble the pattern found
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Sfor Hypothesis 1: inconsistent at first glance, but more logical after

considering type of dependent variable. All three supportive

interactions wore on soft dependent variables (viz., satisfaction,

intrinsic motivation, and quit intent), while three out of four

non-supportive interactions were on hard dependent variables (opposite

to Hypothesis 1). Close examination of the non-supportive interactions

shows that two were in site C, while the other two indicate that high

work unit focus employees were less reactive to job changes (as

•, hypothesized), but that lows reacted negatively. As with Hypothesis 1,

local differences in the nature and/or implementation of the Job changes

j could account for this result, Indeed, in site B highs were

consistently less reactive than lows, while the opposite was true in

site C •,ere were no significant interactions in site A). Thus, it

SI ~ again appears that employees must focus on the target of an intervention

before it will have much of an impact on their effectiveness.

The results related to Hypothesis 3 were the most consistent.

Unfortunately, those results were contrary to predictions: Employees

with a high off-Job focus reacted strongly and negatively to the

intervontlons while low off-job focus ernloyees reacted very little.

"Across all three sites hish off-job focus employees had higher quit

inten~ions in ttc experimental groups th. i the control groups,

0 suggesting that the Job changes increased their desire to terminate

their employment. Many possible interpretations of this finding could
be offered, including those mentioned in the introduction (e.g., highs

have low trust in their employers) An alternative consistent with our

attentional capacity underpinnings, which we offer with appropriate
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01 caution, is that: (1) high off-Job focus employees are disaffected with

their work environment (see correlations in Table 2), (2) they think

about off-Job factors as a coping effort, and (3) changes in the work

environment force them to focus on their work, which they prefer not to

do, cau3ing them to become even more disaffected with their work

environment. While only additional research can confirm this

explanation, it is consistent with the suggestion that employees who

focus a great deal on factors off the Job do so more intentionally than

employees who focus on their Jobs or their work units. That is, high

off-job focus employees are forced toward their target of attention,

while high job and work unit employees are drawn towards theirs (as
evidenced by the pattern of correlations found in this study and our

previous research; cf. Gardner et al., 1985, 1986a, and, 1986b).

In su mary, it appears that change efforts in organizations may

S have stronger effects on employees who are focusing on the targets of

the change. The effects of change efforts on these high-focusing

individuals will vary fron positive to no effect to negative, depending

on how the change is perceived (i.e., good, bad, or neither good nor

bad). This proposition, if supported in future research on

organizational change, has a major practical implication. When

designing interventions to change work environments, change agents

should consider (perhaps through pre-testing) who is and who is not

likely to be focusing on the target of change. If the intervention is

to be successful, employees who are not focusing on the target of change

must have their attention re-directed, if only temporarily. Possible

mechanisms to accomplish this include: (1) identifying and communicating

• | |
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dissatisfaction with current functioning, (2) involving the low focus

_ employees in the design of the intervention, (3) publicizing the planned

change thoroughly and consistently throughout the pre-change period, (4)

setting up reward contingencies that reinforce focusing of attention on

change targets (e.g., giving monetary bonuses to employees for

A 3 suggesting new ways to effectively co-ordinate work unit activities),

(5) providing interim feedback during change implementation, and (6)

appointing -transition managers" whose responsibilities include keeping

affected employees focused on targets of change (Nadler, 1981). The

preceding assumes that the planned change is well-designed and supported

~ by management or it could exacerbate an already bad situation. At a

very basic level, it is likely that focus of attention plays two

important roles in reactions to organizational change interventions.

The first of these involves getting the employee to notice that some

~ important change has in fact been made. The second role occurs after

the employee haz noted th3 characteristics of the change. In this

second role of .2 ,us of attention, the salience and, therefore, impact

of the change will vary from employee to employee depending on their

profiles of focus of attention.

The present study was intended as an extension of the exploratory

re-earch begun by Gardner et al. (1986a, 1986b, and 1985). We believe

that the findings accrued over the three studi.es demonstrate the

importance of the focus of attention constructs. It seems that wha

people think about at work affects how they will react to their work

environment perceptions. Some of our recent research conducted after

the experimental studies reported in the present paper have isolated and
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operationalized a number of additional, relevant targets for focus of

attention. We have also developed a Likert form of the focus of

attention instrument which parallels the scales used in the present

study. Future experimental research is likely to be more productive if

additional specific targets are incorporated. It was found in one

Sstudy, for example (Gardner et al., 1986a), that reactions to leader

behavior are best understood by examining the degree to which employees

S focus on leader behavior. Relating this and our other findings to

organizational change, we expect that future researchers may find more

consistent moderating results than in this largely exploratory study

when the target of a change effort and the measured focus of attention

target are similar, or "isomorphic" (cf. Gardner et al., 1986a).

In the introduction to this paper we argued that focus of attention

fluctuates somewhat from day to day and perhaps from hour to hour for

-• some employees. Despite this, we suggested that employees have

characteristic profiles of focus of attention and that these relatively

enduring profiles are useful for understanding reactions to worX

~ experiences. Although the results of the present study suggest that

this ts true, a fertile area for further investigation would be the

degree to which focus of attention has both "trait" and "state"

characteristics, and the relative Importonce of these two components in

affecting employee reactions While we believe we are primarily

measuring a trait with our focus scales, It may be that subject states

at the times they completed pre-tests in the present study partially

account for the mixed nature of our results. Relatedly, we have also

conducted explorations of tLe importance of particular focus profiles to
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determine if there is any sort of interaction among the various focus

targets. To date, these explorations have been relatively superficial

and have not yet yielded significant additional utility beyond analyses

such as those riported in the present paper. Our "percentage"

formulation of the focus targets has emerged as the most useful Joint

Soperationalization of focus targets. While there is considerable

overlap in significant interaction results produced by the raw and

~ percentage expressions (approximately 60%), there is also a clear

tendency for the different formulations to relate to hard and soft

dependent variable measures in different ways. We feel further

"• conceptual/theoretical development is necessary to specify why this is

so and to facilitate capitalizing on these findings.

"_ I

,.,
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ENDNOTES

S1. Job improvement teams were formed prior to the point in time at
which employees were told whether they were in an experimental or
control group. When the experimental and control groups were defined,j all employees were aware of which work units were involved in
experimental or control groups.

2. Although the research team attempted to function merely as
~ facilitators in the design of job changes, it is likely that some of our

biases influenced the process. For example, we define job design
measures as having central importance to the planning of organizational
changes. We guided the discussions of potential changes, and we
prepared the documents forwarded to top management describing changes.
It is likely, therefore, that our own ideologies influenced the nature

• • of the changes. However, this is true of the majority cf organizationai
interventions, and is in fact what consultants are often compensated to
do.

~ • 3. Evaluation by employees and management of the effectiveness of the
~ • trials was based on surveys of employees, organizational personnelj records, and assessments of costs/savings associated with structural

changes. Approximately 70 percent of the changes included in trials
were subsequently implemented company-wide over a three year period.

4. It should be noted that using percentage of variance explained as a
~ criterion for Judging utility of a model or measure is often

inappropriate. When effects likely cumulate over time, as is the case
for most research in organizations, variance explained underestimates
the real importance of measured predictors (Abelson, 1985). For
example, Abelson found that the percentage of variance explained byV' ability in a single, major league batting performance (at-bat) is .317%.

N
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables

Fre-Test Post-Test

Variable M SD a N M SD a N- -m ~ m - -m nm - m - -.-

Job Focus
Raw: 32.28 11.55 NA 461 31.62 11.47 NA 465
Z: .37 .12 NA 450 .36 .12 NA 461

Work Unit Focus
Raw: 30.51 11.86 NA 459 30.17 11.88 NA 463
%: .34 .10 NA 450 .34 .10 NA 461

Off-Job Focus
Raw: 25.06 13.70 NA 453 25.09 12.77 NA 463
Z: .29 .15 NA 450 .30 .15 NA 461

Job Satisfaction 3.46 .51 .91 457 3.44 .52 .91 458

Intrinsic
Motivation 3.93 .57 .75 473 3.82 .58 .81 471

Quit Intent 2.71 1.07 .77 473 2.80 1.05 .80 472

Absence Intent 2.36 .91 .60 475 2.42 .90 .62 468

?erform.ance
Self-Rated: 2.74 .80 NA 190 2.90 .90 NA 258
Supervisor: 3.15 .76 NA 236 3.18 .73 NA 259
WHP: 88.16 14.76 NA 364 87.59 15.65 NA 311

Absence
Occurrences: .09 .08 NA 293 .11 .10 NA 249
Days: .14 .19 NA 312 .17 .20 NA 261

:ardiness
Occurrences: .12 .10 NA 68 .13 .11 NA 76
Minutes: 2.58 2.30 NA 83 2.68 2.52 NA 74

--I.. i. . . _ i I _ __ i . . _ • •• • !'i • --- mi -
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Table 3

Summary of Tests of Hypotheses

YPOTESI iUE SUPPORTED ON NOT SUPPORTED ON

1 A Overall Satisfaction Absence Intent
Intrinsic Motivation WII Performance
Minutes Tardy

Absence Occurrence Overall Satisfaction
Tardy Occurrence Intrinsic Motivation

Absence Intent

C Supervisor-rated
Performance

Absence Occurrence

2 A None NoneF B Overall Satisfaction Supervisor-rated
Intrinsic Motivation Performance
Quit Intent Absence Occurrence

C None Supervisor-rated
Performance

Self-rated Performance

'' 3 A None Absence Intent
Quit Intent

, B None Quit Intentj WMP Performance

C Absence Occurrence* Quit Intent

Partiaý. Support

lbw



Ilk Figure Captions

i• Summary of study procedure.

Focus of attention measure used in present study.
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I DIUCTIONS: SeLow thsa paraeraph we have defined three (3) things which people may think
,about whl.e at work. AC the bottom of the page are three scales. Use these scales toIindicate how often you think about each of these things. Please read the description c

the JOB, the WORK 1VIT, and OFF-THE-JOB factors. After you have read these descriptions.
answer each of the three questions at the bottom of the page. Please raise your hand if

Doyou would like additional directions.

DEFINITIONS:

IJOB FACTORS WORK VNIT FACTORS OFF-THE-JOB FACTORS
The characteristics of your The characteristics of your The characteristics of

.,Job (for exazple, the num- work unit (for example, the your off-the-job activi-
* ber and type of activities, number of people in your ties (for example,
, variety of skills used, inde- work unit, the degree to activities with family,
pendence of action, feed- which work unit members activities with friends,
back from the work itself, depend on one another for recreational activities
sIgnificance/importance doing the utit's work, the and hobbies, volunteer
of the work, and sense of degree to which work unit activities and cultural

gdoing a complete job). members can decide how to activities).
do the unit's work, the
number of different jobs
held by members of the work
unit, and the de-Free of the
week unit, and the degree
to which procedures are
spelled out for the work
unit and followed).

10 6. Place a slash across 107. Place a slash across 108. Place a slash acros.

the vertical line to the vertical line to the vertical line cc
indicate how often you indicate how often you indicate how often

think about Job factors think about work unit you think about off-
while at work. factors while at work. the-Iob factors while

at work.

Almost all Almost all Almost all
the time the time the time

Almost never ALmost neves A, - e',:
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FOCUS OF ATTENTION AT WORK

AND LEADER-FOLLOWER RELATIONSHIPS

ABSTRACT

Three different studies examine moderating effects of focus of

_• attention at work on leader-follower relationships, using the tYPology

developed by Howell, Dorfman, and Kerr (1986). Survey data were

collected from over 1300 subjects. Results indicate that: (1) high

focus on the supervisor while at work enhances leader behavior-

subordinate satisfaction and behavior relationships, (2) high focus on

off-job factors while at work enhances leader behavior-subordinate

satisfaction relationships, and (3) high focus on off-Job factors

while at work weakens leader behavior-subordinate behavior

relationships. Theoretical implications for the study of

I= organizational behavior are discussedL as well as practical issues for

enhancing leader behavior effectiveness in work organizations.

W-,
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Recent research on effects of leadership styles in work

environments has been reasonably productive (Bass, 1981; House &

1 Baotz, 1979; Jago, 1982). We know, for example, that in certain

situations leader emphasis on Job-related issues (i.e., initiating

structure behavior) results in favorable subordinate reactions. In

~ other situations, a supervisory style characterized by genuine concern

for subordinates (i.e., consideration behavior) leads to favorable

~ employee reactions. In still other situations, a combination of these

leader behaviors is required to optimize subordinate responses (e.g.,

~ Kerr, Schriesheim, Murphy, & Stogdill, 1974).

Understanding of the conditions under which different leader

I behaviors are effective remains somewhat unclear. This void has led

"�� to a search for moderators in the leader behavior-effectiveness

paradigm. Indeed, since the publication of Fiedler's (1967)

~ contingency theory of leadership, research on leadership has beeD

dominated by a search for major moderators and contingency factors

~ (House & Mitchell, 1974), that would enable us to predict which

specific leadership style will be most effective in a given situation.

Examples of such hypothesized moderators include leader-member

relations, task structure, and leader position power (Fiedler, 1967);

subordinate locis-of-control, authoritarianism, and self-perceived

• ability (of. House & .Ptetz, 1979); "performanoe-rewird climat*e

(Sheridan, Vredenburgh, & Abelson, 1984); leader "warmth" (Tjosvold,

S1984); initial quality of the "leader-member exchange" (Sandurs &

Green, 1984); and follower needs and dependencies, degree of task

S... .................
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6' structure, motivating properties of tasks, task pressure, Job level,

follower expectations, and leader upward influence (cf. Jago, 1982).

I Theoretical and empirical interest in moderators of leader

behavior-subordinate reaction relationships is important for at least

two reasons. First, by specifying boundary conditions under which

certain relationships occur in the workplace, it enhances our

understanding of human behavior in organizations. Second, at a more

S practical level, the identification of major contingencies can benefit

management by highlighting the conditions under which various leader

behaviors will be most effective. This would permit matching

supervisors to existing situations, work conditions could be

redesigned to match existing leaders (Fiedler, 1967), or supervisors

ga could be trained to diagnose situational demands and adapt their

'' leadership style to the existing situation (House & Mitchell, 1974).

i Moderator researrch has boon successful in identifving some of the

factors that determine whether a given leader or leadership style will

Sbe effective. For example, Peters, Hartke, and Pohlmann, (1985), and

Strube and Garcia (1981) have reviewed research on Fiedler's

S contingency theory and concluded that several aspects of that theory

•. have empirical verification. On the other hand, much of the research

S of this type has been 'unsystematic ... and has yielded either

equivocitJ or conflicting results" (Howell, Dorfman, & Kerr, 1986, p.

98). Howell et al. attribute much of this lack of success to the fact

that researchers have preoccupied themselves with typologies or

clasalfications of moderating variables (e.g,, task and Individual

*. characteristics) instead of concentrating on the processes through

It
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which moderators might operate. They theorized that most moderators

can be classified as: (1) enhancing (strengthening) or neutralizing

(weakening) leader behavior-subordinate reaction relationships, (2)

acting as a substitute or supplement to leader behaviors, and/or (3)

not really being a moderator, but instead acting as a mediator in the

leader behavior-dependent variable relationships.

The three studies in the present paper explore potential

moderators of leader behavior-subordinate reaction relationships using

the typology developed by Howell et al. (1986). That is, the present

studies address the questions of why moderation of leader behavior

effects occur and what underlying psychological mechanisms are

operating. The present studies thus address important research needs

highlighte.d by Howell et al. (1985).

In addition, the present studies augment the theoretical and

empirical work begun by Gardner, Dunham, Cummings, and Pierce (1986),

Gardner, Cummings, Dunham, and Pierce (1966), Gardner, Pierce, Dunham,

and Cummings (1985), and Dunham, Gardner, Pierce, and Cummings (1985).

In that research program the concept of employee focus of attention at

work was hypothesized to be and was empirically confirmed as a

moderator of several work environment-worker reaction relationships.

Focus of attention at work is defined as the degree to which

employees think about specific aspects of their work and non-work

lives while they are at work. Both the direction and intensity of

employee focus of attention are considered. It has been found that

the more employees focus on a particular aspect of their work

environment, and the less they focus on other factors, the stronger

q / . - ' - . - . . 4 ~ . - .- - ' . . . . . . . .
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their reactions to that particular aspect of their work. Employee

focus of attention on various targets has both "trait" and "state"

components. There is a significant amount of minute-by-minute

variation in an employee's focus of attention (the "state" component).

SHowever, employees are also reasonably consistent in reporting

S categories of events they think about while they are at work (Gardner,

U' Dunham et al., 1986; the "trait" component). This is especially true

! •, in the absence of major organizational changes, which is typical of

most employees' Jobs. It is this characteristic, or trait, component

- •i.n which we are most interested, because it allows better predictions

about other characteristic employee attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction)

i b and behaviors (e.g., job performance level).

- Gardner et al. (1985) showed that the more employees focus on

S' their jobs, the more strongly they react to characteristics of their

S jobs. Dunham et al. (1985) showed that the more employees focus on

their work unit, the more strongly they react to characteristics of

their work unit. These two studies also found that the more employees

focus on factors off the job, the less they reacted to variation in

', work environment characteristics. Tying these findings to the

Stypology developed by Howell et al. (1986), we hypothesize that the

more employees focus on (think about) their supervisors, the more

. ~ strongly they will react to their supervisor's leadership behavi.rs.

That is, high focus on supervision enhances the strength of leader

• • behavlor-subordinate response relationships. Further, the more

employees focus on off-job (non-supervisor) factors, the less they

will react to their supervisor's behaviors. That is, off-job focus

r

.4
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will operate as a neutralizer of leader behavior-subordinate response

relationships. Note that in the present study we are primarily
Sinterested in the degree to which focus of attention changes the

relationships between leader behaviors and subordinate responses. We
qAiare not concerned here with the dynamic antecedent, consequent, and/or

Sreciprocal causative relationships between focus of attention and

leader behaviors per se (cf. Gardner, Dunham, et al., 1986). The

Sorganizations in the present study were in states of sufficient

equilibrium that we could examine stabilized relationships between

• • leader behaviors and subordinate attitudes and behaviors.

There is another reason why we believe focus of attention will

! * moderate leader behavior relationships. Gardner, Dunham et al. (1986)

• ,showed that characteristics of employees determine in part what is

focused on at work, while in another study Gardner, Cummings et al.

A (1986) showed that characteristics of the work environment itself have

a causal influence on what is, and what is not, focused on by

N employees while they are at work. We believe that many of the

consistent moderators found in prior research may in fact be due to

Stheir causal iml-act on what is focused on at work. For example,

•, Fiedler (1967) posits that task structure moderates the effectiveness

'" of leader behaviors. Task structure could conceivably have its

• ~ moderating effect through focus of attention. A highly structured

task might cause high off-Job focus among some subordinates,

particularly those desiring autonomy and variety in their work (cf.

Gardner, Pierce, et al., 1985), resulting in their leader's behaviors
'••having less effect on those subordinates because they are distracted

*1
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from what the leader is doing. Similar arguments could be made for

other hypothesized moderators (e.g., high position power leads to high

I focus on supervisors). We believe that applying the focus of

attention concept to leadership research helps overcome the "dearth of

new activity" noted by Schneider (1985).

In sum, we believe focus of attention at work will affect the

degree to which variation in leader behaviors influence subordinates.

The more subordinates focus on their leaders at work, and the less

they focus on factors away from work, the more their leader's

behaviors should affect them. The present studies examine the two

most-researched leadership styles (initiating structure and

consideration; Stogdill, 1974) in three different samples. The

specific hypotheses tested were:

H1. Off lob focus will moderate the relationships between

rercelved leader initiating structure and subordinate responses

such that relationships are neutralized (weakened) for high off-

job focus employees.

H2. Off-Job focus will moderate the relationships between

perceived leader consideration and subordinate responses such

that relationships are neutralized (weakened) for high off-job

focus employees.

H3. Focus on supervision will moderate the relationships between

S. perceived leader initiating structure and subordinate responses
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such that relationships are enhanced (augmented) for employees

whose attention is strongly focused on the behaviors of their

supervisor.

H4. Focus on supervision will moderate the relationships between

perceived leader consideration and subordinate responses such

that relationships are enhanced (augmented) for employees whose

attention is strongly focused on the behaviors of their

supervisor.

Together, these four hypotheses specify that "appropriate" leader

behaviors for a particular situation will be relatively ineffective

unless employee focus of attention is directed toward this behavior of

the leader and away from such distracting factors as off-job

activities. At the same time, it is hypothesized that "inappropriate"

leader behaviors will be quite dysfunctional when attention is focused

on the leader, but less dysfunctional when the attention of followers

is directed away from the leader.

It should be noted that focus of attention is a developing

concept (Gardner, Dunham et al., 1986). The three studies reported

below are described in the chronological order in which they were

conducted anc reflect development of the construct over that time

span. Hypotheses 1 and 2 are tested in all three samples. Since the

supervisor focus concept had not yet been developed prior to studies

one and two, Hypotheses 3 and 4 are tested only in study three.
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METHOD

Samples and Procedures

~ Study 1

Employees of a large midwest (U. S.) insurance company (N=430)

completed a survey on company time. Respondents were primarily female

(78%) and represented 19 different functional work units of the

company (e.g., legal counsel, communications, policies, claims). Over

90% of those asked to participate in the survey did so, and over 90%

of the participants signed their names to the surveys allowing us to

match their data to their work unit supervisors.

Study 2

Employees of a large midwest (U. S.) insurance company (a

completely different company than in study 1) completed surveys on

company time (Nr 76). Over 95 % of the employees asked to participate

did so voluntaiily, and over 95 % of participants signed their names

to their questionnaires. Subjects performed clerical functions in the

policy services, claims, and underwriting departments of the company.

Study 3

Employees of a midwestern (U. S. ) chapter -f an automobile

services club (N=492) completed surveys on company time. Over 35 % of

those asked to participate did so, and over 90 % of participants

signed their names to their questionnaire. Jobs performed ranged from

telemarketing to the highest levels of management.

.-1 - • • •• .. -- - • • • •.. •••5t :f ;• • : I -4 1-
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Leader Behavior Measure

Studies 1, 2, and 3

Leadership styles. Perceived initiating structure and

consideration were measured with the 20-item Leader Behavior

Description Questionnaire Form XII (Stogdill, 1963).

Focus of Attention Measure

Study I

Off-job focus was measured with a scale developed by Gardner,

Dunham et al. (1986) and described by Gardner, Pierce et al. (1985).

Subjects were asked how much they thought about "the characteristics

Sof your off-the-Job activities (e.g., activities with family,

activities with friends, recreational activities and hobbies,

volunteer activities, and cultural activities)", while they were at

work. Subjects responded on a 5 cm vertical line, anchored by "almost

all the time" at the top and "almost never" at the bottom, by placing

a "peel-off, stick-on" label (with "off-job factors" printed on it) on

tre scale. Scores were derived with a 20-point equal interval scale

(Ozalmost never, 20=almost all the time), which reflected how far up

the scale subjects placed their off-job stick-on label. This unusual

scale format was chosen to reduce common methods problems that arise

when Likert-type scale items are correlated with other Likert-type

scale items. An aduitional advantage of this format is that scores

n,1 y be expressed two ways: (1) as a raw score with the 20-point scale

as units, and (2) as a proportion or percent of total Time spent

focusina on the targets examined in this study (the score for off-jcb
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focus is divided by the total of scores for the respondent.)l Thus,

for example, an average of .10 implies that of the total amount of

p time thinking about the a priori targets measured in this study, 10%

of that time was spent thinking about off-job factors.

SStudy 2

Off-job focus of attention was measured with a scale almost

identical to that used in study 1. Two differences are that the

vertical line was longer (13 cm versus 5 cm) and that subjects put a

slash across the vertical line to indicate their response to the off-

job focus definition (versus a peel-off, stick-on label). The

definition of off-job focus was identical to that used in study 1. A

50-point equal interval scale was used to quantify the raw focus

scores (Ozalmost never, 50=almost all the time). Focus percent scores

were derived as described for study 1.

Study 3

The focu3 of attention measures used in studies 1 and 2 were

further refined for study 3. The format was preserved: Subjects

indicated the degree to which they focused on a particular target by

marking a slash across a 4 cm line, anchored by "almost never" and

""'almost all the time." The targets themselves were defined more

specifically, resulting in more targets than were used in studies 1

and 2. Off-job focus was partitioned into focus on: (1) family and

friend3, (2) personal business activities, and (3) recreational

activities. Tn addition, supervision was added as a target to explore

V, % m . , - - . • -% " • . - -. . . . , , . • ... .° . . . .. . . . .
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the hypothesis that focus on supervision will enhance leader behavior-

subordinate response relationships. 2  As with studies 1 and 2, both

raw and percent focus scores were used.

Dependent Variable Measures

Study I

Job satisfaction. The short form of the Minnesota Satisfaction

Questionnaire (Weiss, Dawls, England, & Lofquist, 1967) was used to

measure overall Job satisfaction.

"Intrinsic motivation. This variable wae measured with the four-

item scale developed by Hackman and Lawler (1971)

Performance/effort. Supervisors rated performance and effort of

their subordinates, on a one page questionnaire administered

separately from the broader survey. Performance was the sum of

ratings on four dimensions (quality, quantity, dependability, and

overall performance). To assist supervisors in differentiating

performance from effort, the following was provided to supervisors

before they rated effort:

The amount of effort an employee expends on Job performance is

not always reflected in the quality of the employee's Job

performance. Thus, you are being asked to evaluate effort

separately from performance.

Effort and performance were both measured by using a five-point scale

where 1="well below average" and 5="well above average." Ratings were

obtained twice (separated by six weeks) to assess reliability of

measurement. Correlations between time I and time II were '74 for
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Sperformance and .66 for effort. Although many might consider these to

be adequate retest reliabilities, we chose the approach of analyzing

! the measures separately. If the instability reflected in these

coefficients are due to systematic changes in performance and effort,

we wanted to be able to examine 'se changes. It is of course

possible that these correlations are tr~u reliability estimates.

Studies 2 and 3

Job satisfaction. Items for all subscales of the short form of

the Index of Organizational Reactions (Dunham, Smith, & Blackburn,

1977; Smith, 1976) were summed to provide an overall job satisfaction

index. The supervision satisfaction subscale was analyzed separately

because of its relevance to the predictor variables.

Intrinsic motivation. The four-item measure developed by Hackman

and Lawler (1971) was used to measure intrinsic motivation.

Behavioral intentions. Intentions to attend work and to stay

with the employer (i.e., not quit) were, measured with four items, two

for each intention. Subject5 izndiLated the degree to which they

agreed with the following statements: (1) "1 often think about

quitting my Job", (2) "I expect to quit my job within the next th.-ee

years", (3) "I often think about not coming to work", and (4) I

expect to be absent from work at least once in the next two months."

Items 1 and 2 were added to form the stay intent measure, whilt items

3 and 4 were added tn form the attendance intent measure. 3

Performance. For study 2, supervisors rated their subord.-ates

using a single-item, five-point, very good to very poor scale. While
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single-item measures of performance are not psychometrically ideal, it

is all that the research site would allow. Such a scale is preferred

Sto a self-report scale, or choosing to ignore performance as a

dependent variable.

For study 3, performance data were gathered from the

organization's formal appraisal of two major categories of employees

in the research site: (1) non-exempt ( who received an hourly wage),

and (2) telemarketing (who received an hourly wage plus a commission

for memberships sales). These data were gathered from company records

and were the performance measures used in making personnel decisions

(e.g., salary increases). The nonexempt performance measure used in

~ analyses was the sum of ratings on eight dimensions: knowledge,

quality, quantity, initiative, dependability, adaptability,

cooperation, and attitude. Each of these ratings anchors was

i thoroughly defined for supervisor-raters to clarify the link to job

performance of ratees. We feel this measure is weakened by its

incorporation of seemingly non-performance-related factors (e.g.,

attitude). This was, however, the only organizational measure of

performance available to us for these employees. We believe it is

adequate for our purposes. It is also the case that to ttj employees

in this organization this measure of performance represented what

their management expected and communicated to them in terms of real

performance expectations, despite psychometri: imperfections. The

performance measure used for telemarketers was average dollar club

membership sales per hour during the most recent performance review

KI period.



Tardiness. For study 2 only, the company maintained records of

the frequency of tardiness incidents, as well as the total number of

Sminutes tardy. These data were gathered from personnel records and

were converted to an average monthly rate.

Data Analyses

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed to test

Sall the moderator variable hypotheses, in all three studies reported

here (cf. Cohen & Cohen, 1975; Stone & Hollenbeck, 1984). To be

-, conservative, protected t-tests were used (Cohen & Cohen, 1975, pp.

162-165). Significant interactions were interpreted by plotting

h' leader behavior-depencdent variable relationships separately for high

and low foras employees. Analyses were conducted with both the raw

'- and percent scores discussed above. When raw and percent focus scores

Sproduced similar significant interactions (i.e., redundant

information), only the raw score interaction is presented.'

RESULTS

~ Study I

Table 1 presents averages (means), standard deviations (SD),

S reliability estimates, and intercorrelations of Study I ýariables.

Insert Table I about here

Hypothesis 1 predicted interactions of off-job focus and

perceived initiating structure on the study's dependent variables.

gi&K5 0'e'l
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frour significant, non-redundant interactions were obtained on:

satisfaction (aRzu.03, p(.01, 413 df) and intrinsic motivation

I( a R's.01, p<.05, 411 df) with raw focus scoares, and on performance

Time I (AR~s.01, p<.05, 341 df) and effort Time I (A R28.01, p<.05,

S338 "f) with focus percent scores. The first two interactions

contradicted Hypothesis 1: The relationships between initiating

structure and motivation/satisfaction were positive for high off-job

focus employees, and near-zero for low off-job focus employees. The

interactions on performance and effort, however, were as hypothesized:

SPositive relationships between performance/effort and initiating

structure for low off-Job focus employees, and slight negative

Srelationships for high off-Job focus employees. Thus, Hrpotheses I

was supported on performance measures, but not on self-report

*. (affective) ones.

Hypothesis 2 predioted interactions of off-job focus and

perceived leader consideration on the study's dependent variables.

~ Hypothesis 2 was not supported, as there were no significant

interaOtions of off-job focus and leader donsideration.

Study 2

V, Table 2 presents averages (means), standard deviations (5D),

reliability estimates, and interoorrelations of Study 2 variabl1s.

Insert Table 2 about here

-- - - - - - -- - - - - -

-- -- -- -
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Hypothesis 1 predicted interactions of off-Job focus and

initiating structure on the study's dependent variables. Four

• significant interactions were obtained on: stay intent ( a RZ=.02,

p(.01, 433 df) and attendance intent (AR*:.01, pc.05, 435 df) with

Sraw focus scores, and supervision satisfaction ( A RZ:.01, p<.01, 426

df), and minutes tardy ( A R2:.14, p<.01, 74 df) with focus percent

scores. The latter two interactions supported Hypothesis 1: (1) the

relationship between supervision satisfaction and initiating structure

was stronger for low off-Job focus employees than high, and (2) the

relationship between initiating structure and tardiness was positive

for high off-Job focus employees and negative for low off-job focus

W employees. These interactions indicate that off-job focus is a

neutralizer, as hypothesized. The interactions on stay and attendance

intent were opposite to predictions: a positive relationship for high

off-job focus employees and near-zero for low off-job focus employees.

Hypothesis 2 predicted interactions of off-Job focus and

D consideration on the study's dependent variables. Four significant

interaotigOs were obtained on; overall satisfaction (a Rz=.02, p<.01,

421 df ), intrinsic motivation (&R 2 z.01, p<.05, 433 df), stay intent

(A R2-.02, p'.01, 433 df), and attendance intent (46R2=.03, p<.01, 434

df). all with raw focus scores. All four interactions were consistent

when Interpreted: strong positive consireration-dependent variable

relationships for high off-job focus employees, and slight positive or

zero relationships for low off-job focus employees. This pattern of

rmsults is opposite to predictions and thus Hypothesis 2 received no

' _,pport
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Study 3

Table 3 presents averages (means), standard deviations (SD),

reliability estimates, and intercorrelations of Study 3 variables.

Because measures of the three off-Job targets (viz., family/friends,

Spersonal business, and recreational) were so highly intercorrelated

(r's greater than .85), scores for these targets were averaged to form

an off-job focus index. This index is very similar to the off-job

focus measure used in studies 1 and 2, because it includes the same

factors described in the original off-job focus measure.

Inser-t Table 3 about here

U Hypothesis 1 predicted interactions of off-Job focus and

initiating structure on the study's dependent variables. Two

• significant interactions were obtained with focus percent scores on:

intrinsic motivation (ARZ=.02, p<.01, 428 df), and attendance intent

*. ( ARZ=.02, p<.Ol, 429 df). The interaction on motivation was as

predicted: The relationship between initiating structure and

motivation was strong positive for low off-job focus employees, and

near-zero for high off lob focus employees. The interaction on

attendance intent was opposite to predictions: The relationships

between initiating structure and attendance intent was positive for

high off-job focus employees, and near-zero for low off-job focus

employees. Thus, Hypothesis 1 received mixed support.
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Hypothesis 2 predicted interactions of off-job focus and

consideration on the study's dependent variables. Five significant

i nteractions were obtained with raw focus scores on: supervisor

satisfaction (& R2=.01, p<.05, 424 df), overall satisfaction

K (&R2=.02, p<.01, 409 df), attendance intent ( A R2=.0l, p<.05, 427

Sdf), intrinsic motivation (LR2:.03, p<.0l, 427 df), and dollar sales

for telemarketers (aR 2 =.04, p<.0 5, 102 df). The interaction on

intrinsic motivation was as hypothesized: The relationship between

consideration and motivation was strongly positive for low off-job

focus employees, and near-zero fcr high off-Job focus employees. The

interactions on satisfaction, and attendance intent were contrary to

predictions: The relationships between consideration and

satisfaction/attendance intent were more positive for high off-job

focus employees than low off-job focus employees. The remaining

I nteraction was ambiguous vis-a-vis Hypothesis 2:' The relationship

between consideration and dollar sales was strongly negative for high

Soff-job focus telemarketers, and slightly positive for low off-job

focus telemarketers. The relationship between consideration and

Sperformance was not only neutralized for high off-job focus employees,

it was reversed from the direction expected from prior research.

Altogether, Hypothesis 2 received mixed support.

Hypothesis 3 predicted interactions of supervisor focus and

initiating structure on the study's dependent variables. Two

significant interactions were obtained on: overall satisfaction

(4ýRz=.0l, p<. 0 5 , 420 df) with raw focus scores, and attendance intent

( C Rz=.OI, p<.05, 429 df) with focus percent scores. Both
I.t

'.A • • • j " j ' . . z .. "z . - " - " . ". " • ". "- - - - - • - - - o - . - - °
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÷ interactions supported Hypothesis 3: The relationship between

initiating structure and satisfaction/attendance intent was more

I positive for high supervisor focus employees than for low supervisor

focus employees. A similar supportive, significant interaction was

Sfound for non-exempt performance, out did not pass the protected t-

test criterion. Overall, Hypothesis 3 was supported.

Hypothesis 4 predicted interactions of supervisor focus and

Sconsideration on the study's dependent variables. Three significant

interactions were obtained with raw focus scores on: attendance

intent (A R2=.02, p<.01, 423 df ), stay intent R 2 RZ=.01, p<.05, 430

df), and non-exempt performance (aRZ=.05, p<.01, 169 df). All three

interactions consistently supported Hypothesis 4: The relationships

between consideration and intentlons/performance were more positive

for high supervisor focus employees than low supervisor focus

employees.

Table 4 summarizes results from tests )f hypotheses from all

" three studies.

Insert Table 4 about here

DISCUSSION

There were four hypotheses in the present studies. First, it was

'm hypothesized that focus on off-Joo factors would distract employees

from their leader's behaviors, resulting in weak responses to those

behaviors In terms of the Howell et al. (1986) typology, we

~ predicted that off-job focus would act as a neutralizer of leader
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behavior-dependent variable relationships. Of the 10 significant

interactions that address the hypothesis with respect to initiating

structure (HI), confirmation was evenly split: five interactions

supported the hypothesis, and five did not. Interestingly, of the

0 five supportive (neutralizer) interactions, three were on performance

measures and a fourth was on motivation to perform. All of the non-

supportive (enhancer) interactions were on self-report measures. It

seems as if high off-job focus employees respond favorably to

initiating structure in terms of self-report variables, but not actual

performance. For example, highs report greater attendance intent than

lows when they perceive high initiating structure. Yet, they are

actually more tardy than low off-job focus employees when initiating

structure is high. That is, the behavior of high off-Job focus

employee3 did not match their self-reports.

We are not sure why source of dependent variable (viz., self-

report versus supervisors and personnel records) caused a divergence

in results. If common methods bias was the cause then we would expect

positive results on self-report measures, not performance measures.

Perhaps high off-Job focus employees like to receive direction at work

because it makes it easier for them to continue focusing on off-job

factors. That is, high initiating structure leaders make it easier

for these employees to "safely" think about off-job events. Becaus-

the supervisor is instructing them in what has to be done (perhaps as

a response to their low performance) high off-job focus employees can

think less about their work and more about non-job factors (their

supervisor does their "job thinking" for them). It may also be that a



i 23

Sfacet of the work environment that facilitates high off-Job focus

employees' freedom to think about off-job factors will result in a

I positive affective response by them to that facet.

Variation in the nature of significant results may also be

affected to some degree by reciprocal causation between initiating

structure and off-job focus. For example, a supervisor might perceive

a high off-job focus employee as "daydreaming", and manifest

initiating structure behaviors in response to that perception.

Although such relationships are expected, the two constructs (focus on

the leader and leader behavior) are sufficiently independent to merit

the importance of treating them as separate constructs. Consider, for

example, that a subordinate might focus a great deal of attention on a

leader because the leader is a very positive factor in the workplace

or because the leader is a very negative factor. Although the

behavior of the leader is clearly going to influence focus in either

case (i.e., the two are not independent) we thi.nk the importance of

examining both focus and leader behavior should be clear. Relatedly,

we also expect that high levels of initiating structure increases

focus on the leader. However, the major purpose of initiating

structure is not to focus attention on the leader but rather to focus

attention on the task (i.e., to tell subordinates the "who. what,

when, and where" of their jobs) Despite th- fact that high

initiating structure could cause higher leader focus among

subordinates, the major goal of the present paper was to examine tne

moderating consequences of focus, not the antecedents. Moreover, in

our data analyses, such main effects are statistically con-cr'cIlld in
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"the first step of the hierarchical regression analyses. We believe

that the results indicate that if subordinates are not focusing

sufficient2y on the behavior of their leader, they are less likely to

perceive and react- to the level oZ initiating structure offered by the

leader.

Hypothesis 2 clearly was not supported. Eight out of nine

significant interactions that address H2 indicate that high off-Job

focus enhances consideration-dependent variable reletionships,

opposite to what was predicted. Seven of the eight contracictory

interactions were on self-report measures. Ccnsideration-subordinate

se).f-report (satisfaction) relationships weri stronger for hign off-

job focus employees than low off-job focus employees. Like initiating

structu-r, consideratioi. did not hel-- pe.-formance of high off-Job

focus employees. The latter result would be predicted from path-goal

theory (House & Mitchell, 1974), in situations where consideration is

not made contingent upon high performance. It is a2so iikily that,

like initiating structure, there is some recirrocnl causation in

focus--leader behavior relationships. Overall, though, we are not

sure why high off-Job focus employees react so favorably to leader

consideration 'ehaviors. We offer two interpretations as reasonable

explanations for our rezsul.ts, with the understanding that only future

reresearch can verify these exp!iations. First, perhaps many of the

?onsideration behaviors of Lapervisors are assoc.iated with thoughts of

• off-job events/factcrs/people. For example, when a supervisor

inquires about a subordinate's spouse, thii is defined as a

:onsideration behavior, but it also calis up tlioughts of an of fjob
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person (the spouse). If off-job events are perceived as pleasant by

the high off-Job focus employee (cf. Gardner, Dunham et al., 1986),

then highs may also react positively to' ard the supervisor (responsp

generalization). Second, given that high off-Job focus employees are

generally disaffected with their work environment (see correlations in

Tables 1 through 3) and perceive most facets of the work environment

as being undesirable (Gardner, Pierce et al., 1985), they may be

relatively sensitive to considerate leader behaviors because of some

type of contrast effect. That is, if high leader consideration is

perceived as one of the few positive aspects of the work environment,

it may cause relatively stronger reactions for high off-job focus

employees than low off-Job focus employees (who perceive that other

facets of the work environment are also favorable). Hopefully other

researchers will explore this unexpected, but consistent, set of

results.

Significant results relevant to Hypotheses 3 and 4 were all

* upportve. Strong focus on one's supervisor enhances (increases) the

impact of that supervisor's behaviors on his/her subordinates. This

is consistent with our earlier research, which suggests that strong

focus on a particular facet of the work environment increases the

potezktial impact of that facet. Results of prior studies from three

different samples emphabize the importance ot directly assessing focus

A•' that particular aspect of the work environment which is under

•u-•v. Significant and suppor*ive results are obtained with much

hl-har frequency and consistency when the focus target being measured

Is isomorphic" witn other independent variables under study. Inl
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i study 3, for example, to understand how employees react to leader

behaviors it is important to directly measure the degree to which

Semployees focus upon the behavior of the leader, versus some global

definition like "on the Job." Thus when we used a more direct,

•' precise focus measure, we obtained more powerful results.

The finding that focus on the supervisor moderates reactions to

leader behaviors has significant theoretical implications. it

Cr supports the hypothesis that focus of attention affects how other work

environment variables (e.g., task complexity) exert their effects on

', leader behavior-subordinate response relationships. If other

variables in the work environment, including individual differences,

Sact to increase or decrease focus on the supervisor, then concomitant

-, increases or decreases in leader behavior effects can be expected.

-. High levels of role ambiguity, for example, might motivate an employee

Sto strongly focus on his/her supervisor.

These findings also have practical implications. Inappropriate

leader behavior will cause less adverse employee reactions for

employees with low leader focus. This might be a situation in which

. an organization should choose to utilize a "substitute for leadership"

(Kerr, 1977; Kerr & Jermier, 1978). Appropriate leader behavior will

be more effective for employees with high leader focus. This implies

7: that when an organization trains its supervisors to display

appropriate behaviors, the organization may also want to try to

i.ncrease subordinates focus on leadership, or the full potential of

the improved supervisory behavior may not be realized. On a short

' term basis, high leader focus will help empluyee5 recogniZe that

04
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changes have occurred in leader behavior. On a longer term basis,

higb levels of focus on leader behavior should facilitmte strong

favorable reactions to the improved leader behavior. Ways in which

temporary high supervisor focus might be accomplished (before, during,

and after competent training) include; (1) advertising the training

to subordinates, (2) incorporating subordinate suggestions into

training program content, (3) communicating training goals and content

to subordinates, (4) involving subordinates in training evaluation,

(4) training supervisors to not only exhibit initiating

structure/consideration behaviors, but also to draw subordinate

attention to them, and (5) having leaders hold meetings with

subordinates to explain the training which they received. Future

applied research on leadership training is needed to fully assess

' whether these suggestions do indeed augment leadership training

effectiveness.

1i

4,

°,



28

ENDNOTES

1 . The other targets of attention that were measured in studies 1 and
2 but are not *analyzed here are job and work unit. Off-Job focus

,. percent is: off-job/(Job+work unit+off-job).

2. The other targets measured in this study were: job, coworker, work
unit, organization, technology, and "nothing." All ten targets were
used in computing focus percent scores.

3. Although our focus and behavioral intentiors measures both include
"�"think about" aspects, correlational patterns shown in Tables 2 and 3
suggest that they represent distinct constructs.

4. Because of a significant experience effect for telemarketers in
Study 3, performance of only thcse employees with more than five hours
experience were analyzed. Also, because of non-equivalence of
measures across the two employee groups, tests of hypotheses were

2. conducted separately.

lip
a.
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Organizational Commitment:
Pre-Employment Propensity and

Initial Work Experiences
Jon L. Pierce

University of Minnesota. Duluth
Randall B. Dunham

University of Wisconsin, Madison

This study tracked the development of organizational commitment
from a pre-employment period through the first three months of em-
ployment. All major linkages in the Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982)
model of the determinants of organizational commitment were tested
and supported. Commitment had a strong association with behavioral
intentions to turnover, which in turn were significantly associated with
subsequent turnover behavior.

The construct organizational commitment has received increasing attention
during the past decade. Conceptual and empirical studies have explored construct
definition, identification of the antecedents and consequences of commitment,
and the processes through which organizational commitment develops and exerts
its influence on subsequent worker reactions.

A mynrad of conceptual and empirical definitions of the commitment construct
can be found. Indeed, Morrow (1983) suggested that there may be more than 25
commitment related concepts and measures. Much of the work on commitment
has been influenced by Porter and his associates (e.g., Porter, Steers, Mowday, &
Boulian, 1974). Organizational commitment is defined as the "'strength of an in-
dividual's identification with and involvement in a particular organization" (Por-
ter et al., p. 604). The committed employee (a) believes in and accepts the or-
ganization's values and goals, (b) is willing to put forth considerable effort on

y' behalf of the organization, and (c) has a strong desire to remain a member of that
organization. Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979) note that this defines organiza-
tional commitment as more tihan passive loyalty to an organization. It is an active
association between the individual and the organization such that organization-
ally committed employees are "willing to give something of themselves in order
to contribute to the organization's well-being" (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982,
p. 27).

According to Mowday et al., (1982) organizational commitment research
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(e.g. Hall & Schneider. 1972; Hrebiniak & Allutio, 1972; Jauch, Glueck. & Os-
born. 1978; Koch & Steers, 1978; Morris & Sherman. 1981: Porter, Crampon. &
Smith. 1976; Steers. 1977: Stevens. Beyer, & Trice, 1978) provides a rich unde-r-
standing of the correlates of commitment, including its theoretical antecedents
and consequences. A major limitation to much of the research conducted on com-
mitment is that it is cross-sectional in nature and has failed to provide sufficient
understanding of the processes through which commitment develops.

Building upon the earlier work of Buchanan (1974). Mowday et al. (1982) pro-
vided a theoretical model to explicate the processe by which commitment de-
velops. The primary purpose of the present investigation is to provide an empir-
ical test of the Mowday et al. model of commitment.

The Development of Organizational Commitment

I. To date, the process by which organizational commitment develops and oper-
ates is only partially understood. Still, a number of theoretical models have
emerged to help explicate this process (e.g.. Angle & Perry. 1983; Becker. 1960.
Mowday et al.. 1982; Salancik, 1977; Steers 1977). The member.based model
(Angle & Perry, 1983) considers the locus of commitment as residing in the ac-
tions and attributes of the employee. According to Salancik's perspective (1977).
commitment is "a state of being in which an individual becomes bound by his
actions" (p. 62). More specifically, Salancik argues that individuals who are free
to behave in certain ways develop attitudes that are consistent with their choices
(e.g.. committing behaviors lead to committing attitudes).

Building upon exchange and interdependence theory (Homans, 1961; Thibaut
& Kelley, 1959) Farrell and Rusbult (1981) define job commitment as a function
of "the rewards and costs (satisfaction) derived from a job. the quality of the in-
dividual's job alternatives, and the magnitude of the individual's investment in
the job" ýp. 81). The side bets model offered by Becker (1960) suggests that any-
thing of value inivested by the individual in the organization (e.g., time, effort)
that would be deemed as worthless or lost with organizational departure produces
"commitment. This form of commitment has an economic as opposed c) an affec-
tive or emotional orientation.

Attributes brought to the workplace by the individual may be a prime source of
organizational commitment. The collective works of several organization schol-
ars (e.g.. Bateman & Strasser, 1984; Bern, 1967; O'Reilly & Caidwell, 1981;
Salanscik & Pfeffer. 1978) suggest that pre-employment attitudes may play a
:imeaningful role in the subsequent development of commitment. For example.
O'Reilly and Caldwell (1981) and Salancik and Pfeffer's (1978) work shows that
information, ideas, and attitudes carried into the work place can play a powerful
"role in subsequent attitude formation. Buchanan (19"14). Mowday (1980). Mow-
day and McDade (1980). and Wanous (1980) note that employee pre-employment
expectations have an impact on employment commitment.

According to Angle and Perry (1983) the organization-based mode' considers
commitment to be a function of the way the member has been treated by the or-
ganization. It has been observed on numerous occasions (e.g.. Morris & Sher-
man (1981); Steers (1977); Stevens et al. (1978)) that job/role characteristics and
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the nature and character of work experiences (e.g.. role conflict, role ambiguity,
leader initiating structure) influence the level of commitment chat develops.

MNowday et al. (1982) suggest that understanding the development of commit-
ment requires delineating three stages: the pre-entry stage, early employment pC-

inod work experiences, and the middle/late career stage. At the pre-employment
stage. individuals enter organizations with different levels of a "propensity to be.
come committed." This propensity is a function of personal characteristics, ex-
pectations about the job, and the circumstances associatcd with the decision to
join the organization.

The second stage in the model represents the early employment period. Berlew
and Hall (1966). Hall (1976), Stedry and Kay (1962). and Vlanous (1980) have
argued that job-related experiences during initial months on the job play a cntical
role in the development of work-related attitudes and behaviors, Mowday et al.
(1982) propose that initial work experiences should influence the development of
commitment. As organizational membership unfolds, commitment develops as
various organizational events are experiencad. Building from the work of Salln-
cik (1977), they noted that characterintics of rhe job and work environment should
infl'ence organizational commitment, New employees who have alternative job
opportunities, for example, are less likely to develop positive ittitudes toward
their current job (i.e.. strong commitment).

The final stage of the model i,. the mid- to late-career stage (i.e.. entrtnchnient
or continuing commitment). This part of the model hypothesizes that length of
se-rvice has a positive association with commitment as it operates through the
principles of investments, social involvement, job mobility, and sacrifices.

It is not cur intention to provide an integration of the various :ommitment
models. Instead, because the framework offered by Mowday et al.. appears to in-
tegrate many of the issues addressed by the varir,A models, we have chosen to

j conduct a test of the determinants of organizational commitment as proposed ir,
that model. Specifically we will attempt to: (a) irlate organizational commitmeni
to person, characteristiks, joo/role expectations. and pre-employment propen-
sity to organizational commitment; and (b) relate organizational commitment to
initial work experiences and experienced responsibility. In aWition, 5eeral of
the important consequences of commitment will be examined through insrection

1 of the relationships between organizatlonal commitment and employe bchav-
ioral intentions, and turnover and absenteeism behavior. A Jistinguishing feature
of the present study is that subjects are studied prior to on-the-job and organiza-

, tional experiences, and they are followed through stages of the "carly employ.
.ment period."

Method

Des ign and Procedures
Two papcr-and-pcncil questionnaires were administered to a group of hospital

employccs (nurses, clerical. technicians, administrative, and custodial person-
.nel). The first survey was administered in the Personnel Dcpartrient to each new
"employee (n = 99) on the day he or she was formally hired by the organitzatiofn
and prior to any direct experience with the new job. While completing employ-
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ment records. the new employee was given a letter from the researchers and the
questionnaire. The letter provided a brief explanation of the study, asked for their
voluntary participation in the study, and assured participants of the confidential.
ity of their responses even though they were asked to put their names on the ques-
tionnaire for future research purposes. Upon completion of tht' questionnaire (in
the Personnel Department. the employee placed the questionnaire in an envelope
and mailed it to the researchers. This first data collection measured a set of job/
role expectations the employee brought to the new job, propensity for organiza-
tional commitment, several individual differences, and basic demographic data.

A fter 3 months of employment. the second questionnaire was administered. As
each participant reached the 3-month employment anniversary, a letter was sent
by the researchers requesting continue, participation in the survey. The host or-
ganization provided iob release time for participants to come to an office on a
specified time and d.te to complete the second survey. During this 3-month pe-
nod. 26 of the new employees had terminated their employment, resulting in a
sample of 73 for the second data collection effort. All 73 remaining employees
voluntanly completed the second questionnaire, which measured job and work
expenence variables, experienced responsibility, organizational commitment.
and a set of behavioral intentions pertaining to future absenteeism and turnover.
Records from the host organization were used to gather data on individual em-
ployee absenteeism and turnover behavior. These same records were exanii. ,e
again after 6 months to obtain updated information on these behaviors. Finally. at
the end of the year during which the study took place. organizational records
were examined to identify which employees had terminated their employment.

.IWitin 1 2 months of (he initiation of the study, 36 of the original 99 employees

had terminated.

VLPriblLs and Thetr Mea.surement
Organizational commitment was measured with Porter. Steers, Mowday and

Putlain'% 11974) 15-item instrument. The three primary antecedent variables
ineasurcd were experienced responsibility (Hackman & Oldham. 1975), employ-
ihility ie.., the extent to which other hospitals and/or organizations that the par-
t,.ipan, s aware of and has access to as a possible employee currently need lots
',i wik.rs, riced a rew workers. are not hirng. or are laying people off). and pro-
f::iit' for organizational commitment [,opensity for organizational commit-
rinent was measured with a modification of the Porter et al.. (1974) commitment
,.a~.: ,(o as to make the scale a measure of "inclinations' or personal tendency
c g .I am inclined to feel a great wense of loyalty to the organization that I
., irk tfir ''. I am inclined to care abour the fate of the organization that emploh

tc I am ini'lcned to tell othern that I am proud to be :j pan of the organfil4It),
,tiat I .sork tor i

\ l,,,,,d e, c: . 19$ )) ii.hicate tliar it IS difficiilt t.1 identify %4 ho Ail Al ive the
;Prl,-.jiiv for , l,'lan i ratonal cuommitmrlnt. .'assing reterence is made 'o) ric(
that •,o•ld he cla',.tlicd a.s highet ordier ,iee.Js and to a beliet svstefr that rmnph,-

-,i- ' 1,i 11 , ta•itj m., 'lj i i '- nc pcr,.,,nai cn• aciteriN.Ci s measured in -tur

"hjd, ,nc!udr', Jmclt•raphi( .,itnl -I se,. age, t:du(:anim,. nurtier ,ot dc
;,rtJ•lt(i... m i,.,rt',cr I, 1,r,", ., L, n nthLCr', riac the f~ai t pxa v ., .,anl ,r,, ialitv

w,, A,, (1 %1 AN &4, %11 ýN7 %t 4 1 0 1 iM7
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variables (i.e., growth-need strength (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). locus of con-
trol (James, 1975), and work as a central life interest (Dubin, Champoux, & Por-
ter. 1975).

With regard to expectations, Mowday et al. (1982) make generalized reference
to high expectations about the job and role characteristics (e.g., challenging job),
supervisory behavior, and reward practices. Six variables reflecting job/role ex-
pectations brought to the job by the new employee were measured in the study:
(a) job complexity (an additive model representing autonomy, variety, identity,
and job feedback taken from the Sims, Szilagyi, & Keller (1976) scale); (b)
leader initiating structure and (c) consideration behavior (Form XII of the Leader
Behavior Description Questionnaire; Stogdill, 1963); (d) participation in unit de-
cision making (Pierce, 1979); (e) instrumentality of good performance for the re-
ceipt of intrinsic reward (e.g., for my new job, this is the relationship that I expect
between my overall performance and nine intrinsic outcomes, such as feelings of
personal achievement); and (f) expectancy perceptions (i.e., four questions re-

.'. tflecting the relationship between effort and overall job performnance).
Five variables reflecting initial work experiences that Mowday et al. (1982)

suggest would affect experienced responsibility were measured. The work ex-
perience variables are pecr cohesion (Buchanan, 1974), job complexity (Sims et
al.. 1976). leader initiating structure and consideration behavior (Stogdill, 1963),
and participation in unit decision making (Pierce, 1979).

Behavio;al intention variables reflecting absenteeism (i.e., thinking absentee-
ism, intend to be absent) and turnover intentions (i.e., thinking of quitting, intend
to search, intend to quit) were patterned after Mobley, Homer, and Holling-
sworth's (1978) work. Turnover and absenteeism data (i.e., total time lost. part-
day and whole-day incidents at 3- [time-21 and 6- [time-31 month periods of em-
ployment) were taken from organizational records. Finally those employees who
terminated their employment by a specific date (i.e.. December 31 of the study
year) were identified from organizational records at time-4. A prediction of those

-, terminating their employment by a specific date was made across the sample
of employees who were still working for the hospital at the 3-month period
(n = 73).

Internal consistency was examined for tach of the multi-item variables using
Cronbach's (1951) alpha coefficient. Thc, reliability estimates ranged from .55

, for pre-employment expectancy expectations to .93 for participation in unit de-
".. cision making. Sce Table I for reliability estimates and descriptive statistics.

"Where applicab&-. Table I also provides information pertaining to the number of
scale iterns a•i! the response range employed by each research scale.

,' .. Anal v s .i
Pearson p.M,. k,-moment correlations were used to examine the relationships

"among stuuy ,anabies, In addition, multiple regression was employed to exam-
inc each of the major linkages in the determinants of organizational commitment
model, These regression results will he presented, including the ornginal multiple
correlations R) and coefticients o• determination IR:,, along Aith the R and R-

* , values adjusted tor sample ,izC.
IJcJauSC the ilesign t4 the study doc% riot pennit a longitudinal test ,) each linik.
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Table I
Descnuxive Statistics

Dat
Collection Scale

Vanab•es Periods- Mean SD IV Items Alpha Range

Or1animiuoiai Commiment 2 73.44 1328 73 IS 86 I-7
Orani•za•onao Commitment I '9 42 II 23 99 IS 84 1-7

Propensity
Emploability 1 99 74 99 I N A. 1-4
Responsibilty 2 33.74 4 33 73 6 60 1-5
Personal Chara'tensics I

Sex I 1.31 47 99 I N A.
Age 3.09 1 80 99 I N.A. -.

Educao" I 3.65 1.74 99 I NA.A_
Dtpendenl 1 1.97 1.35 99 I NA -A

Previous Employe 1 2.09 1.23 99 I N A.
Grow Need Stength 1 45.76 7.79 99 6 88 1-7
Inhemal Locus of Conuol 1 31.70 4 27 99 II 79 I-4

Job-Central Life Intemst 1 4.84 2.3d 99 16 N A. 1-3
Job/ Role Expecuum oI

Job Complexity 1 61.22 o 72 99 19
variety 1 15.12 444 -3 4 88 1-5

identity 15.93 3 29 73 3 87 1I-

Feedback-Job I 929 2 Qo 73 3 81 1-5
, Leader Initiating S-uc•U 1 41 53 5 02 99 tO 8 1-5

_ader Coderatlion 1 3943 448 99 10 60 1.5
Instirmentiairy I 3821J 4 19 96 9 86 1-5

Expectancy I7 24 98 97 4 55 I-2

Decision Pan'cipatbon 2.5.43 8.80 91 6 93 I-5
Initial Work Experence 2

Job Complexity 2 61.82 10.59 73 16 N A.
Leadr lhaunte g Su'ucue 2 39 71 5 57 73 10 84 1.5

Leadr Consideration 2 38.45 5 93 73 10 85 I-5
Decision Pusicipation 2 0o81 4.29 73 6 78 -5
Peer Cohesson 2 14.93 2.68 73 4 74 1-5

Behstviorm Intennions 2
Think Quit 2 1.97 1 01 72 I N A. 1-5

Intend Scamh 2 2.08 1.41 73 I N A. I-5

intend Qubt 2 1 9i 0 30 ?3 1 N A 1-5

1hIne AntIenU m 2 33 87 73 1 N A I-5
intend Absenteeism 2 1 07 30 73 I N A. I-9

Terminations 2 1.77 42 ?' I N A.

Terminations 3 1.52 50 99 1 N A.
Tout Time LoU Absenteeism 2 819 IS 1.036.70 85 1 N A.

Pan Day Abtenl Incident# 5 42 7 73 38 1 N.A.

W.le Day Ab.sent Incuiea '3 182 85 N A

ir Tota Tiaii Lou Absn tism 3 1.313.06 1,182.06 68 1 N A

Pin Day Absent Incidents 6 10 11 7o0 N A

Whole Dey Abent LMknLn 3 .I 202 1.92 66 N.A.
Exemncneed Meaningfulness 2 22.14 4 S1 72 4 43 15

.Dauiollen;rtic• akhehI5 > t initalh ddMipenodUiltim emti loyrlal I > datacotleclio byquliuondum

nJ orgamiatiuona records uimw 3-romwh emloymadpewod; nd 3 - > d&a collec4uoW frm oqtnitUoi ~roidsi th 6-

month employment period 'Sea.: FaM - I. ,•je a 2. 'Al was KCalW on a 9--.pM 'CAM in 4-yqa IfcrMliflnt: 1 = 20
ifle' or unde. and 9 - 61 yean or ow. •E.•t 'ios was scAled on an S.potm scale. I a 8O grads or Wle. 2 - W. high

". huul. 3 - ;ompltld I yetcolige. pr(ftU5 i- I orn•hn .I•h•o 4. aconpiet aZ ylan culleg.; - comn• lid 3ye&n

.... liee, t ollege gmlaUa. I a W~meg' tiduaht ttinflit. 1 completedadncid degre 'Dcp-ndln s*au m umAd with

jn ,,pen-endid juestion Nimher o( previous employer dumng Pip p e)t 3 n wu mUstiud w*ih an open-ended ijestuof

ageb in the model. hierarchical multiple regression was employed to examine the

longitudinal portions of (he model (e.g.. the prediction of organizational com-

rnitment with propensity for organizational comrmutment across a 3-month pe.

,nod). Lind to simulate the longitudinal design in th.se areas where only cross-sec-

tiorial data were available (e.g., propensity for organizational commitment is

10(AA1NAL t* MANAGEMENT. VOL 13, ,"O I. 1987
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assumed to be a function of personal characteristics, yet both sets of data were
collected at one point in time). Thus, we tested the two complete paths in the
model with hierarchical multiple regression by entering the primary and second-
ary antecedents respectively.

Finally, correlation analyses were used to examine the association between 3-
month organizational commitment and employee behavioral intentions. Both sets
of variables were employed in order to predict subsequent employee turnover and
absenteeism behavior.

Results

Antecedents of Organizational Commitment

The primary antecedents. The propensity for organizational commitment
brought to the organization by the employee and the sense of experienced respon-
sibility created as a result of initial work experiences were posited as the two pri-
mary predictors of early employment organizational commitment. Regressing or-
ganizational commitment on these primary antecedents produced multiple
"correlations of .62 (p -< .01) and 34. (p <..01) respectively (see Table 2).
Taken together. organizational commitment propensity and experienced respon-
"sibilitv (which have a r = .37. p -: .01 relationship, see Table 3) account for 40
percent of the variance (R = .63, p < .01) in commitment.

Table 2

Anwtcedents w Organizauionai Communtent. Multiple Regressions

Adr Ad)
"Predictors R R R' RI df F Sig

Organizational Commitment
Propensity (OCP) 62 (.61) 38 (.37) 1.70 43.46 000

Expenenced Responsibility tER) .34 (.32) II (10) 1.70 8 88 004
Organizational Commilment

Propensity; ind Expenenced
Responsibility 63 1.62) 40 38) 2.69 2.7..0 .000

Employability iE) .12 (.09) 01 1.00) 1.70 1.04 311
(X: P - E ÷- OCPxE) .62 161) 39 1.37) 2,69 2184 0(w)
ER E ER x E) 34 ( 30) 11 1. 09) 2.69 4.39 016

"Hierarchical Multiple Regression

Adj Ad)

Step R R R' RI df Sig

Experienced Reiponsibility 1 34 133) II (10) 1.70 A 88 (X)4

Initial Work Expenences 2 48 1 410) 23 1 16) 6.65 3 25 007

(Ngianizatao I Commitment
Pr )pensiV. I 62 1 61) 38 1 37) 1.70 43 46 (XX)

"P"r%•hnal Chaziiten %ti•c . and
Jl, Role ExpeLtaltons 2 "5 1 671 56 t 45) 15,56 .1 8i 'IX )

• A 1•rnL|alonjl (oummitmeni
I,'rnpeny and Elperincred
Rewnihbihihv. I h) 1 62) 40 ( 38) 2.69 22 70 (.1)

J o.h.. •le k-(wostioni and
"" PerIlital (-haz0em cs 2 8) I 0 ; () 1 57) 21,50 5 46 fi)

'Ad/ refer,) (he a•Juotd R aind' vflue%
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170 )ON L. PIERCE AND RANDALL B. DUNHAM

Employability (the availability of alternative job opportunities) is also posi-

tioned as a major variable in the Mowday et al. (1982) model, although its exact
role in the model is somewhat uncertain. Mowday et al. suggest that employabil-
ity moderates the relationship between organizational commitment and two of the
primary antecedents (i.e., felt responsibility and organizational commitment
propensity). In their discussion of this relationship, however, a main effect is sug-
gested. Mowday et al. state that "the availability of alternative job opportunities
would lead to less positive attitudes (presumably, by attitudes the authors mean
organizational commitment] although this influence may result from more com-
plex interactions between job offers and job-related factors" (p. 64).

Given the lack of clarity specifying the actual role played by employability, we
chose to inspect both the main and interactive effect relationships. The main ef-
fect (R = .12, p = .31) of employability on commitment is not significant. Mod-
erated regression analyses were employed to test for a significant interactive re-
lationship between employability and (a) organizational commitment propensity,
and (b) experienced responsibility. Each of these interactive terms failed to pro-
duce a significant increase in explained criterion variance above that produced by
the independent effects of organizational commitment propensity and experi-
enced responsibility. (Due to the fact that the main and interactive effects attrib-

Table 3

Selected Corielabons

Organzai1wni Commiunent Exper ieced
"Variables Commitment Pr•v$sicy Responsibdiry

.obiRole Expectasions:
Job Complexity 4060
Leader Ilntiatin Suwunhe .4160
Leader Consideration 34::

Instrunentality Ptmeptions 4966
Expetuancy Peephsons 21

SD~ecisiofn Partic€ipation 190

Personal Ch-Aracnnstis:
Sex- 3100

Eiucalion 04

Dependents 3106
Premvmos Employen " 400
Growth Nfed Strength 29o"6

InternaJ Locu. of Conutol 240
Job-Centrta Life Inmemst 20"

In mail W ork E gperi e s:3664
lob Complexily 361
LUelder Initialing Suiwcn1re4
""Ladar Conisderaalor 02

Decision PItIicipution IA

.Pee Ceion 12
rganhinmalun Curnmntiernt Pntpsitsy 370&

Ernplyabilily .12

!:'ppnenced Pt.p r•n b:i Iiiy 3-.-

"N.. ; Compiew •,o.rrelstiont art alailablis from Lth AuLth l '1 IlUIwlll
•p 0 05 ''p a ; 1

,.ARNAL ()F MANAEMENT, V(...1, W) I. 1987

• '# a/ *.-'• '€ "" ," '.• .*"• "'.-""- / •• '. " '" •". / '• ""( " ' '""". '• '. ', • ' ' • ,' ", .. . . . .• ., / "• .", i,. ', " '-, *,' '".'";;• '"/ .- ".."t"wo . .. .



ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT 171

utable to employability failed to play a significant role, this variable was excluded
from subsequent analyses.)

Antecedents of organizational commitment propensity. Two sets of variables
(personal characteristics and job/role expectation) were posited as antecedents to
an individual's propensity to become organizationally committed. The design of
the current study does not permit an examination of causal linkages in this part
of the model. therefore the following observations represent an assessment of the
magnitude and direction of associations.

The combined sets of personal characteristics (demographic and personality)
accounted for 36% of the variance in organizational commitment propensity. The
demographic variables alone produced an R of .55. while the personality vari-

ables produced an R of .34.
Job/role expectations camed to the organization by the new employee were

also significantly related to the employee's propensity for organizational com-
mitment. The set of six expectation variables accounted for 42% of the variance
(R = .65) in propensity for commitment. Taken together. these two sets of vari-
ables (personal characteristics and job/role expectations) accounted for 53% of
the variance in organizational commitment propensity (R = .73, p v .01).

Antecedents of experienced responsibiliry. Five variables (job complexity, par-
ticipative unit decision making, peer cohesiveness, leader initiating structure,

and consideration behavior) reflecting initial work experiences were hypothe-
sized as antecedents to the development of a sense of experienced responsibility.
Because neither a theoretical nor empirical literature is available to indicate the
time lag between the set of work experiences and the development of the sense of

Table 4

Antecedenu to Organizasiofil Commitment Propensity and
Expenenced Responsibility Multiple Rereusions

Orlganizatonal Commit tent Profnnvritiy
'I Adl Adj

4. Prcd'iron R R R; R!' J F Sil

I Penonal Chauutenstws:

Sex. Age. EUhation, Dependenu. Employers. w 1 551 3f) 30) 4,46 5 91 I(X)

Griovth Need Strength. Locus of Contw)l. hat-C'n-
tral Life Interest

2 t.•emgraphc ttc.Pef•ld chamtensttms:
Sex. Are. Education, Employability

V. Dependenu 55 1 51 ) o 0. 2.161 5.8 7 h IAX)

Pcrwnalhiy. Ptf'rnhd charaxtenstl s
(jrytwh Need Strength, LAocus of C(ontrol.

" A,'.Centrml Life Interest 14 218) II i iN 1 3 1) 1 )1

4 Ji).RIe lE pe~iitiUo I. 1, 1i 1 42 1 )11 P.e 6 795 1 XI9

J,) Y..niplxicwy, tU d r Inmti(ing irnlIure. IAcdr
Co",niiteralio)n, InwtumeltnataiHv .id H.p,'eol,/m•y

.,' F'ricptiont. P4,01ClI~PSilVC OC0,l1l0t M -Aklni 3 1 W 5 45 5 W

SPer•ional Chara.tensct;I 73 M, -3 4t 4,57 4 5 INN)

jnd j h* Rit)e |xpletaiioU s xperene.d Kttflblly

I. I t f mnplctily Pj4/i IpaW, tJ'L I%1l1fl)n IAtJklrM.
i~kig,; 1ih~i~ Ier .~l~ 171 '1) 1 141 5 0 41 %4  I194

i JXJNAI, (A, MANdJLMIN V()(A. I *) If .(X
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172 JON L PIERCE AND RANDALL B DUNHAM

responsibility, we assumed that these effects would unfold more or less continu-
ously over time. Thus, during the first 3 months of employment, the set of work& experiences should produce concomitant impact upon experienced responsibility.
The cross-sectional data for these two sets of variables produced a significant (p
-, .01) multiple correlation (R - .45) accounting for 20% of the variance in ex-
perienced responsibility using the five experience variables (see Table 4). Only
one of the five individual initial work experience variables, however, (job corm-
plexity r - .36, p 1 .01) had a significant association with experienced respon-
sibility.

Test of the complete antecedents of organizational commitment model. Em-
ploying hierarchical multiple regression to control the order of variable inclusion
in twle analysis. we can make the following observations. First. the Mowcday et al.

pe (1982) model predicts that organizational commitment is directly influenced by
experienced responsibility, which is in turn a function of initial work experi-
ences. In the testing of this path. organizational commitment regressed upon ex-
perienced responsibility produced an R of .34; adding the initial work experience
variables resulted in a significant increase in explained criterion variance (R
.48). Second, the model proposes a second set of predictors: that is, commitment
is seen to be an outgrowth of a propensity to commitment that is related to both
personal characteristics and the employee's job/role expectation. Testing this
path. organizational commitment regressed upon propensity for organizational
commitment produced an R of .62. When the personal characteristics and job/
role expectation vaiables were added, this multiple correlation increased to R n

.75. accounting for a significant increase in explained organizational commit-
ment variance.

Although our the subject-to-item ratio was somewhat stretched, when variance
in organizational commitment was predicted by the entire set of both primary and
secondary variables, 70% of the commitment variance was accounted for (R
83, p , .01; R - .75 when adjusted for sample size and the number of van.

,jbles), A similar model without the secondary predictors produced a noticeably
smaller R of .63. Inclusion of the secondary predictors significantly increased
prediction of criterion variance.

Consequences of Organizational Commitment
Attendance and turnover behavioral Intentions. After 3 months on the job, all

live behavioral intentions (three related to turnover and two related to absentee-
ism) had significant negative relationships with commitment (see Table 5). The
size of these relationships ranged from r = -.23 (p 4 .05) for ,bsenteeism inten-
tion through r , -.43 (p , .01) for thinking of 4uitting.

Behaviors, Organizational comni(ment, measured at the 3.month employ-
ment penod, was significantly related (see Table 5) to both total time lost due to
absenteeiim (r = -. 28. p c .05) and to the number uf whole-day absenteeism
incidents (r , - 31, p ,9 01) that 'rcurred ,Junng this first 3 mouths of employ,
,Ment. Organizational commitment. however, tailed to significantly predict cm-
ployec behaviorm (turnmover and absenteeism) dunng the next 3-rnonth employ.
mncfn period. There were, however, ignllcifanm relahitonhips I %cc Table .1)

SAA.TNAL 0-' MAN,•UPMENT. VoL iJ. ,Nt I. 1917
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Table 5

Orianizoinal Commitment Behavioral Intention ard Behavior Conrelations

Organimmiot 1rminnations. Terminatons-
Commitment 3-6 month period year end

r
Behivicirl Intention

Think Quit -.43"* .260 25'
Intend Se, h -.3300 .3600 .260
Intend Quit -.3806 .43" 3400
Think Absenteeism .38°0
Inlend Absenteeism -.23'

. Turnover
Turnover (6 months) .1I
Tumomer (year end) .10

Absnteeism
Toal Time Lost 13 months) .280
To*I Time Lost (6 months) .07
Pam Day Incdent (3 months) .19
Pan DayIncidnt (6 months) -.09
Whole Day Incident (3 months) -.3100
Whole Day Incident (6 monihs) II

*p < .05; "p < 01.

between each of the three turnover behavioral intentions (i.e.. thinking of quit.
ting, intend to search, and intend to quit) and actual turnover during the second
3-month period of employment. This held true for year-end turnover as well.

'.' Discussion

The results of the present investigation provide strong support for the major
linkages in the determinants of organizational commitment model presented by
Mowday et al. (1982). Pre-employment propensity to organizational commit-
ment and early work experiences that produce a sense of responsibility were both
shignificant predictors of commitment after 3 months of employment.

Interpretation of the results from this study relative to the propensity to com-
mitment constuct should be approached with caution. First. it is important It,
note that Mowday et al., did not clearly or comprehensively articulate the mean-
Ing of propensity to become committed. One interpretation of the construct is that
there is a constellation of factors (eg., personal characteristics and expectations)
"with which an individual enters an organization. These factors reflect the indi-
vidual's propensity to become organizatinally committed. Second, it is not cer-
tain whether our direct measure of propei;ity to organizational commitment is a
mcasure of an actual pre-employment propensity or a measure of "first day'' or.
ganlLational commitment.

Within the context of the preceding caveats, an alternate interpretation of our
findings can be offered. Job/role expectations and perf)nal charactenstics (i.e..

prc-cnployment propenstity to become committed) were significantly related to

itrst day commitment, which in turn signficantly predicted the level of ernployce
commitment at the 3-month employment period. Thib set ol variables (personal

I HMNAIt %+AN9&MENT. VOL I 1) 1. V97



174 )ON L. PIERCE AND RANDA~LL B. DUNHAM

characteristics-propensity, and day-one commitment) successfully predicted ap-
proximately 40% of the variance in commitment 3 months later.

With this rival interpretation and these cautionary notes in mind. we will pro-
ceed with another interpretation of the results from this investigation. The data
suggest that an individual's propensity to become organizationally committed is
a major predictor of the level of commitment which subsequently develops during
the early employment period. Of the variance in organizational commitment at
the 3-month period of employment 36% was predicted by new employees'
expressions of their propensity to become organizationally committed before
they had started their new job/work relationship.

As was hypothesized, an employee's propensity to become organizationally
" committed was related to both personal characteristics and the set of job/role ex-

* pectations the employee brings to a new place of employment. Available daa did
not permit an examination of the development of a propensity for organizational
commitment. At best the data permit the construction of a partial profile of the
person with a propensity to become organizationally committed. Specifically.
employees with strong growth needs, who have an internal locus of control, and
for whom the job is a central life interest appear to have a strong propensity for
organizational commitment. The data also suggest that females, older workers.
those with more stability in their previous employment history, and those with a
greater number of dependents have a stronger tendency to become committed.

High levels of organizational commitment propensity were also associated
with the following job/role expectations: complex jobs, leadership high in initi-
ating structure and consiU.Jration behavior, participation in work unit decision
making, an expectancy that hard work leads to high performance, and the expec-
"tation that high performance will lead to the receipt of intrinsic rewards. These
findings reinforce the arguments of Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) and O'Reilly and
Caldwell (1981) that pre-employment attitudes influence post-employment atti-
tudes.

The Mowday et al. (1982) model also posits that employees who as a result of

initial work experiences develop a sense of experienced responsibility for work
outcomes will be more likely to become organizationally committed. The data
trom the present investigation support this relationship and thereby reinforce the
work of Stedry and Kay (1962) and Berlew and Hall (1966). who emphasized the
importance of the early organization socialization processes. Specifically, they
emphasized the importance of early work experiences that are demanding and
challenging for producing long-term satisfaction and performance. Our investi-
gation found that job complexity was a major contributor to higher levels of ex-
.penenced resp..isibility.

"Employees for whom relatively high levels of organizational commitment did
not develop dunng the early employment period had a higher level of absenteeism
than those employees who became more highly committed. It is interesting to
note that organizational commitment did not predict employee turnover at either
time period. This relationship does not surpnse us because we would assume the
commi tment-turnover relationship operates much like other attitude-turnover re-
lationships (see for example. Mobley's 19771 discussion of the satisfactioni-

* "JA;RNAL (O %AN NMEMEENT. VOL II. NO I. 191
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turnover process). It appears as though decreasing levels of commitment and/or
the failure of commitment to develop triggers the psych( 'ogical process associ-
ated with turnover (and absenteeism). That is, thoughts about quitting (absentee-
ism) precede intentions to quit (absenteeism), which in turn precede the actual
behavioral event.

From an applied perspective, we note that not all individuals hired are equally
likely to develop a strong level of commitment to the organization during their
early employment history. Attempts to identify those individuals who do and to
direct them into the organization could alter the overall level of employee com-
mitment. The results of our investigation also alert us to the critically important
early employment period and the experiences of the new employee. Organiza-
tional experiences, especially those stemming from the design of the job. can

eli produce a sense of experienced responsibility for work outcomes that will have a

major and functional impact upon the subsequent development of organizational
commitment.

Some recommendations for future conceptual and empirical work to extend the
determinants model are suggested by these findings. It might be useful to incor-
porate perspectives from exchange theory (e.g., Morris & Sherman, 1981;
Steers, 1977; Stevens et al., 1978). It can be argued that initial work experiences
that lead to experienced meaningfulness of one's work/role in the organization
will enhance organizational commitment (i.e., initial work experiences - ex-
perienced meaningfulness of work o organizational commitment). Steers
(1977) suggested that employees who believe the job and/or organization make
use of their valued skills are more likely to engage in an exchange with the or-
ganization and return greater commitment. In the present investigation, it ap-

peared that the level of experienced meaningfulness of work developed during the
early employment pcriod led to organizational commitment. The correlation be-
tween these two variables was significant (p -< .01, r = .49).

., Despite the strengths of the present study relative to earlier tests of similar
, models, there are several limitations which should be noted. Many of the meas-
ures used in this study were based on paper and pencil self-reports. This raises
the possibility of some level of common method effects in the results. In addition,
the literature provides little guidance pertaining to the temporal development of
organizational commitment. Because of this, the 3- and 6-month periods chosen
to examine the development of commitment could be limiting.

Future research efforts should be directed to the "propensity for commitment"
construct. The current operationalization of this construct is potentially plagued
by one immediately identifiable problem. Due to the similarity in wording of the
comm!,ment and propensity for commitment measures. part of their association
might be a function of common-method. There are, however, three observations
that need to be emphasized as we consider this issue. First, although organiza-
tional commitment once developed is seen as a relatively stable state. it is un-

-,, likely that this attitude has had a chance to develop fully and stabilize during the
early employment period. It is during this early penod that the new employee is
just beginning it) have a meaningful set of organiLational experiences. and this set
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of experiences partly influences the level of commitment that subsequently de-

velops.
Second, the first survey administration took place prior to the employees' ac-

tually experiencing relevant organizational events. Third, although the wording
of the two scales is somewhat similar, we propose that they do in fact capture a

~ different set of conditions. The propensity for organizational commitment items
ask about the employees' inclination, whereas the organizational commitment
items are written within the context of a current state. Together these observa-
tions lead us to believe that we are not dealing with a mere test-retest correlation,
but a pre-employment attitude.

It should be noted that, even though measures of commitment propensity were
obtained before participants actually experienced their jobs, their commitment
propensity may have been influenced somewhat by their experiences during the
selection process, by job/organizational information offered as pre-employment
previews, and perhaps even by information obtained from others (e.g., current
and previous employees). Indeed, there is evidence in the literature that percep-
tions of job-related factors can be strongly influenced by social cues (O'Reilly &
Caldwell, 1979; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). It would be very useful in future re-
search to measure commitment propensity before any exposure to a particular or-
ganization. This would allow exploraticn of a relatively pure measure of com-

•' •mitment propensity as a characteristic of the person and of Steers' suggestion that
persons possess a relatively stable tendency to become committed upon entering
any organization.
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ABSTRACT

ALTERNATIVE WORK SCHEDULES:

TWO FIELD QUASI-EXPERIMENTS

In the first (!=140) of two quasi-experimental field studies, trial group

employees were changed from a 5/40 to a 4/40 work schedule for four months then

returned to a 5/40 schedule. In a second study (-102), trial group employees

were changed from 5/40 to flextime. Reactions were evaluated using a model for

understanding the impact of work schedules. The effects of schedule changes

matched those anticipated by pre-intervention surveys of employees. Factors

related to organizational effectiveness were enhanced where specific organiza-

tional needs were met. Interference with personal activities was reduced where

employees had experienced specific difficulties. The most powerful effect, how-

ever, was on worker attitudes toward specific work schedules. In addition, a

milo positive (perhaps Hawthorne) effect was evident for a wide range of general

worker reactions.
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A requisite aspect of any organization is a work schedule for its members.

To be effective, work schedules must be assigned which meet organizational needs

and constraints. The better the match between work schedules and these needs/

constraints, the more effective the organization. A schedule can enhance effec-

tiveness through its impact on the performance of individual employees, the

coordination of the work within and among groups of employees, and thZ degree to

which customer/client needs are met by the work schedule.

In addition to influencing organizational effectiveness rather directly,

work schedules can also affect several reactions of organizational members. To

be attractive to an employee, a work schedule must meet his/her needs. These

needs involve personal preferences for the particular time of day s/he prefers

to work. They also include personal needs for off-job activities such as con-

ducting personal business and interacting with friends and family members.

There are differences in the degree to which work schedules interfere with these

off-job activities. Given these observations, we anticipate two relatively

direct effects of work schedules on employees. The first of these is the degree

to which the work schedule interferes with personal activities. The second is

an affective reaction to the characteristics of the schedule itself. It is

assumed that these two types of reactions to schedules are related such that

satisfaction -with the schedule is, in part, a function of the degree to which

that schedule interferes with or facilitates personal activities. These two

sets of worker reactions should each exert a moderate amount of influence on

more general reactions to the work experience such as overall job satisfaction,

job involvement, motivation, and experienced stress. Since these more general

reactions are quite far removed from the claracteristics of the work schedule,

it is expected that the influence of the schedule on these will be considerably

less than the influence on the more immediate reactions of perceived interfer-
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ence and satisfaction with the schedule. This could help explain some of the

ambiguous findings on this issue in the current work scheduling literature.

Figure 1 summarizes the effects proposed in the preceding paragraphs. The

present paper presents two empirical investigations of major linkages contained

in this model. In each of these studies, the characteristics of employee work

schedules are changed and the subsequent effects are explored. In Study [, a

group of employees working a 5/40 schedule were placed on a 4/40 schedule for

four months, after which they were returned to the 5/40 arrangement. In Study

2, a group of employees working a 5/40 schedule were placed on a flextime sched-

ule and monitored for six months. Five research questions (specified below)

were addressed in each study. Each contains a general directional prediction.

; .These predictions are based on previous research and on the model presented in

the present paper. It should be noted that even though we are making the same

S general prediction for flextime and 4/40, this does not imply that we are pre-

dicting identical effects for the two schedules. It should also be noted that

our predictions are made for groups of employees who had previously indicated

preferences for the alternative schedules implemented as part of these studies.

Insert Figure 1 About Here

I) Does the introduction of an alternative work schedule (4/40 or flextime)

influence organizational effectiveness as measured by employee performance,

• work coordination, and client service? It is predicted that organizational

effectiveness will improve.

F-,

I'
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2) Does the introduction of an alternative work schedule k4/40 or flextime)

influence interference with the personal activities of workers in the areas

of: a) interactions with family and friends; b) access to services, events,

and consumables; and c) the conduct of financial activities? It is pre-

dicted that movement from 5/40 to 4/40 or from 5/40 to flextime will cause

interference to decrease, while movement from 4/40 to 5/40 will cause inter-

ference to increase. 2

3) Does the introduction of an alternative work schedule (4/40 or flextime)

influence worker satisfaction with the work schedule? It is predicted that

movement from 5/40 to 4/40 or from 5/40 to flextime will cause satisfaction

with the work schedule to increase, while movement from 4/40 to 5/40 will

cause satisfaction to decrease.

4) Does the introduction of an alternative work schedule (4/40 or flextime)

influence general worker reactions (e.g., overall satisfaction, job involve-

ment, motivation, and stress reactions). It is predicted that movement from

5/40 to 4/40 or from 5/40 to flextime will cause a small improvement in

these reactions while movement from 4/40 to 5/40 will cause a small decline

in these reactions.

Organizations are often quite uncertain about the probable effects of the

introduction of a particular alternative work schedule. This is understandable

2This prediction is quite straightforward for the flextime schedule if we
assume that schedule will allow individual workers to alter their schedules to
reduce interference. A 4/40 schedule would, however, produce mixed results. The
extra day off should reduce some interference on a weekly basis but the two
extra hours of work per work day could increase interference during these days.
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in light of the inconsistency of reactions to work schedules reported in the

3literature. It would be very useful to an organization to be able to anticipate

Sworker reactions to alternative schedules prior to the selection of one for

implementation. In each of the present studies, information was obtained which

allowed prediction of the. probable effects of an alternative work schedule prior

to the introduction of the schedule. This allowed comparison of anticipated

reactions to Subsequent actual reactions to the new work schedule. Thus, our

! Ffinal research question is:

o..

5) Do worker reactions toward an alternative work schedule (4/40 or flextime)

obtained prior to experience with the alternative schedule match actual

reactions after experiencing the alternative? :n other words, can reactions

be predicted prior to the introduction of an alternative schedule? It is

predicted that reactions will be accurately anticipated.

LITERATURE REVIEW

During the last 25 years, practitioners and researchers have devoted a

great deal of attention to alternative forms of work scheduling with compressed

) ;. and flexible patterns receiving the most attention. The character of this lit-

erature varies dramatically. Much of the early work scheduling literature is

' .~ primarily composed of anecdotal reports of organizational experiences with vari-

ous forms of staggered, shortened, compressed, and flextime schedules. More

recently, however, more complete conceptual frameworks (Cohen & Gadon, 1978;

S- Pierce & Newstrom, 1980; Ronen, 1981) a I a numbe-" of field experiments have

found their way into the literature (Ivancevich & Lyon, 1977; Kim & Campagna,

1981; Latack & Foster, 1985; Orpen, 1981; Narayan & Nath, 1984; Ralston, Anthony

& Gustafson, 1985).

:•a
"j)
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i We will briefly review some of the relevant literature on the effects of

alternative work schedules. At least some previous research has dealt with the

impact of schedules on organizational effectiveness, on interference with personal

activities, on attitudes toward the schedule, and on general worker reactions.

1, Organizational Effectiveness

(•7 Studies focusing on the impact of compressed work schedules on employee

0 performance have produced mixed results. Wheeler (1970) and Hartman and Weaver

(1977) reported productivity increases. Goodale and Aagaard (1975) found no

significant productivity changes when a group of workers was moved from a 5/40

schedule to a compressed and shortened work week (4/38). Calvasina and Boxx

(1975) also examined the effects o" a change from a 5/40 to a 4/38 schedule and

found no significant product!ity difference between the year prior to the

change and the year following the change. Ivancevich (1974) identified a one-

year performance increase following the introduction of a 4/40 schedule, but a

24-month follow-up (Ivancevich and Lyon, 1977) found no long-run evidence of an

impact on performance.

Evidence concerninq the impact of flexible schedules on performance is also

mixed. Orpen (1981) and Kim and Campagna (1981) described field experiments

with negligible performance effects attributable to a flexible work schedule.

Walch and Gordon (1980) reported a significant increase in annualized productiv-

ity following the introduction of a flextime program for claims personnel in an

insurance company. Similarly, performance increases were reported by Craddock,

Lewis, and Rose (1981), Golembiewski and Hilles (1977), Gomez-Majia, Hopp, and

,Sommerstand (1978. and Morgan (1977). Ralston et al. (1985) found flextime to

have a positive effect on productivity when limited physical resources were

shared by a work group. Schein, Mauner, and Novak (1977) observed five differ-

ent groups and reported no performance changes for some and increases for

*

d
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others. Schein et al. noted that flexible working hours seldom have an adverse

impact on employee performance, but their impact is often neutral.

Interference With Personal Activities

Several studies addressed work scheduling issues related to the degree to

which schedules interfere with or facilitate personal activities. Primary rea-

sons cited for favoring the 4/40 arrangement were associated with leisure time

and the long weekend (Hodge & Tellier, 1975; Steele & Poor, 1970). Fatigue, the

longer work day, conflict with " cing activities, and conflict between the work

schedule and family- and child-related activities (Hodge & Tellier, 1975; Kenny,

1974) are the primary drawbacks identified for the compressed work week system.

Specific Work Schedule Attitudes

Surprisingly, relatively little has been done to document the impact of

variations in schedules on attitudes about schedules themselves (e.g., satisfac-

tion with the schedule). Because the few exceptions to this have used widely

differing research instruments, it is very difficult to integrate the results of

these studies.

It is quite clear that many employees tend to favor nontraditional work

schedules (cf. Ahmadi, Raiszedeh & Wells, 1986; Allen & Hawes, 1979; Goodale &

Aagaard, 1975; Mahoney, 1978; Mahoney, Newman, & Frost, 1975; Millard, Lockwood,

& Luthans, 1980; Nord & Costigan, 1973; Steele & Poor, 1970; Thomas, 1986).

These same studies also indicate that, once the compressed or flexible schedule

is experienced, most employees prefer to stay with the alternative schedule

instead of returning to the traditional schedule.

Attitudes toward the compressed work week. Kenny (1974) examined employee

attitudes toward the 5/40 and 4/40 schedule. It was found that if the "extra

day off" was a Monday or Friday, employees favored the 4/40 by a 2-to-I margin.

The perceived favorability of the schedule was lessened if the day off waS

C.1
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another week day. This tends to confirm the findings of Mahoney (1978) who

noted that attitudes toward the shortened/compressed work week and flexible

working hours were largely a function of an individual's "leisure time orienta-

tion." Summarizing the effects of a 3/38 compressed work week schedule, Latack

and Foster (1985) reported that 18 months after the introduction of the 3/38

schedule, employees strongl) favored the compressed schedule.

Attitudes toward flexible working hours. Favorable travel effects (ti and

from work) have been identified for flexible schedules in a number of irvestiga-

tions (Golemblewski & Hilles, 1977; Hicks & Klimoski, 1981; Kim & Campagna,

1981; Nollen & Martin, 1978; Ronen & Primps, 1981). Specifically, these reports

identify less stress associated with commuting to and from work, less conges-

tion, greater ease of parking, and/or a reduction in commuting time to i.nd from

work.

General Worker Reactions

Job Satisfaction. Compressed work schedules have been associated with a

full range of positive, negative, and neutral effects on various facets of

worker satisfaction. This is not surprising to us given the "distance" between

work schedule characteristics and reactions such as general job satisfaction

(see Figure 1). Hodge and Tellier (1975), Hartman and Weaver (1977), and Steele

and Poor (1970) all claimed positive effects due to 4/40 schedules. Ivancevich

.• (1974) identified positive impact on several facets of satisfaction. Foster,

Latack, and Riendl (1979), on the other hand, found no significant job satisfac-

tion differences between groups of workers on 5/40 and 4/38 schedules.

The reported impact of flexible work schedules on general satisfaction has

been more consistently posit've than was the case for compressed schedules. For

example, Orpen (1981), and Harvey and Luthans (1979) observed significant

increases in work and supervision satisfaction associated with schedule flexi-
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bility. Pierce and Newstrom (1982) found that workers with flexible schedules

were significantly more job involved, more satisfied with their hours of work,

and more organizationally committed than were their fixed schedule counterparts.

I 1 Green (1984) also showed that flextime is favorably associated with several gen-

eral attitudinal variables.

Fatigue and Stress. Higher levels of fatigue are often associated with
compressed work schedules (Goodale & Aagaard, 1975; Hedges, L971; Hodge &

Tellier, 1975; Ivancevich, 1974; Ivancevich & Lyon, 1977; Steele & Poor, 1970).

On the other hand, Ivancevich (1974) found that anxiety/stress decreased follow-

ing the introduction of the 4/40 schedule. Latack and Foster (1985) indicated

that fatigue did not appear to be a problem for participants in their study of

the effects of a 3/38 work schedule.

Flexible working hours are often associated with relatively low levels of

employee stress (Golembiewski & Hilles, 1977; Pierce & Newstrom, 1980, 1982).

Pierce and Newstrom (1982) reported reduced symptoms of physiological and psy-

chological stress for workers with greater work scheduling flexibility. Fur-

I thermore, Hicks and Klimoski (1981) reported lower levels of interrole conflict

among flextime employees compared to those on a fixed schedule.

As indicated earlier, the present paper presenits empirical studics whiZ"

explore the various impacts of two alternative work schedules (4/40 and flex-

time). Our studies are better focused than many previous studies in this area

due to the guidance of the model presented in Figure 1. Our statistical tests

are also more consistent with the specific research questions than has been com-

mon in this area of the literature. We also attempt to improve upon muc" of the

previous research by using quasi-experimental field designs with repeated mea-

sures and by utilizing well-developed and validated instruments for assessing

the dependent variables. Also of importance are our tests of the degree to

•,, N'•' - ... • •- '• "• • •'iJY'.,• b '•• •• - ''-• .- "• • • ,-- '• •,:• - "•
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which worker reactions to various work schedule changes can be accurately antic-

ipated prior to the introduction of the new schedule.

METHOD

Sample and Study Design

Study 1. In the first experiment, a group of employees working a 5/40

schedule were placed on a 4/40 schedule for four months, after which they were

returned to a 5/40 arrangement.

This 4/40 field experiment followed a pre-post test, comparison group

design. Data for this natural quasi-experimental study were obtained from two

groups of county health department employees. These employees consisted of

county health nurses, health educators, environmental health technicians (e.g.,

sanitarians, laboratory technicians), clerical, and administrative personnel.

The experimental group included 99 employees who participated during at least

3one of the three data collection periods. Extensive traveling by employees

made it difficult for all to participate in all three data collections. At Time

1, 67 participated, at Time 2, 75, and at time 3, 68 provided data. There were

43 employees ..ho provided usable data at all three data collections. The

comparison group consisted of 41 employees. This group was chosen from another

county to provide a group comparable to the experimental group. The comparison

group worked a 5/40 schedule throughout this study period. Study participants

were informed about the experimental nature of the study and that the study was

designed to determine if there were alternative work schedules which might be

appropriate for the organization. No information about hypotheses was shared.

N,.

3 Some of the data for the experimental group at time I and time 2 were
included as part of an instrument validation study reported by Dunham and Pierce
(1986).

I-21.
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Data were collected for the comparison group in conjunction with the first

i two data collection periods for the experimental group (i.e., before and after

the 4/40 manipulation). At Time One, the experimental group was working a 5/40

"schedule. Two weeks later, this group of employees began a 4/40 schedule. Two

months following the introduction of 4/40 employee response and performance data

were again collected. Four months after the implementation of the 4/40, these

employees returned to a 5/40 work week. The third and final observation of the

experimental group was made two months after return to the 5/40 schedule (the

0 control group was not assessed at Time 3).

Study 2. In the second field experiment, employees working a 5/40 schedule

were placed on a flextime schedule. Reactions to this schedule were monitored

,-. for six months following the work schedule change.

This field experiment also followed a pre-post test, comparison groupI•;: design with multiple post experimental observations. The study was carried out

with a group of employees (N=102) from the corporate office of a midwestern

utility organization. This experimental sample consisted of 45 nonsupervisory

(professional, clerical and technical employees) and 10 supervisors. The con-

trol group consisted of 37 nonsupervisory and 10 supervisory personnel.

Employee groups (departments) were randomly assigned to either the experimental

or control condition by drawing department names from a hat. Study participants

were intormed about the experimental nature of the study and the flextime sched-

ule and the basis for selection into the experimental or control group.

"Data were used from three points in time. A survey was administered two

weeks before the flextime program was implemented. Additional surveys were

administered three and s x months following the introduction of flextime.

P 4 Some of the data from time I were included as part of the Dunham and
Pierce (1986) validation study.

7 ,.



The flextime schedule included a core period between 1:30 and 3:30 during

which time all employees were expected to be at the workplace. Employees were4--;

required to plan and submit a work schedule by noon on Wednesday for use during

the upcoming week. This schedule could include a different schedule for each

day of the week if so desired by the employee. Supervisors were responsible for

reviewing the schedules proposed by employees to assure that the department

could function effectively with the submitted schedules. Supervisors could

request changes if necessary although this very seldom occurred. The actual

work patterns of each participant were documented during the study. The most

common starting time used was 8:00 a.m., although significant numbers of employ-

ees utilized both 7:00 and 7:30 a.m. starting times. Start times of 8:30 and

9:00 a.m. were also used, but less frequently. The most common quitting time

was 5:00 p.m., followed closely by 4:30, 4:00, and 3:30. Quit times of 5:30 and

6:00 p.m. were also used, but only occasionally. Lunch periods of 30, 60, 90,

and 120 minutes were all used, with 30 minutes and 60 minutes the most common.

Virtually all participants utilized only two work periods per day (one before

and one after the lunch break). More than three work periods were never used.

Measures

Study 1. Organizational effectiveness measures included five dimensions of

worker performance, work coordination, and quality of client service. Perfor-

mance was assessed with a supervisory performance appraisal. Four specific per-

formance dimensions assessed were: productivity (produces a volume of work con-

"sistent with established standards), quality (performs duties accurately and

;effctively), reliabil-ty (performs work on assigned tasks in an efficient, con-

scientious, dependable manner without close supervision), and reaction to prob-

lems (identifies, analyzes and acts upon a problem in a constructive, respConsi-

ble manner). These four scales were combined via an additive model to c.,ain an

,'.

.. . ... ...- .L4 ......... 4 - C -,•I1': -- .: • •• *•mt*¶.,, ,4**_



12

overall performance measure. Each of the four performance dimensions was rated

by the immediate supervisor on a frequency scale, where performance increments

ranged from "0 to 10 percent of the time" to "91 to 100 percent of the time."

The Dunham and Pierce (1986) work schedule scales were used to obtain measures

of work coordination and client service essociated with both 5/40 and 4/40

schedules at each point in time. These measures were obtained from non-supervi-

sory employees as well as from first and second level managers. There were no

significant differences as a function of level.

Scales developed by Dunham and Pierce (1986) were used to measure interfer-

ence with personal activities. The three dimensions measured were interference

with: activities with family and friends; access to services, events, and con-

sumables; and financial activities.

Seven specific work schedule attitudes were measured. The first of these

was time autonomy which was measured using Pierce and Newstrom's (1982) five

;' scale. Five scales from the Dunham and Pierce (1986) instruments were used

to measure attitudes toward both 5/40 and 4/40 at each time point. These scales

included: general schedule affect; schedule uniqueness; effects on family and

social life; family attitude toward the schedule; and effects on transportation

and personal security. Hours of work satisfaction was also measured using the

faces scales (Kunin, 1955; Dunham & Herman, 1975).

Eight general worker reactions were measured at each point in time. These

included general job satisfaction which was assessed using the short form of the

"Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (Weiss, Dawis, England, & Logquist, 1967).

Leisure time satisfaction was measured with a second set of faces scales. Orga-

nizational commitment was measured with the 15 item Porter, Steers, Mowday, and

Boulain (1974) scale. The Lodahl and KeJner (1965) scale was used to n;easure

job involvement. Intrinsic motivation was assessed with the Lawler and Hall

,, ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a A . . ... . . . .. . ._.. . . .. .. . .. . .. . ..0. . .. . . . .. . .. .
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(1970) scale. A scale fur the measurement of fatigue was created for this

study. Finally, simptoms of physiological and psychological stress were mea-

sured by the seven-item scale developed by Patchen (1970).

For those data collected directly from employees, questionnaire3 were

Sadministered to groups of about 20 employees who were given job release time for

data collection purposes. Participation was voluntary and confidentiality was

promised. Employees were asked to place their name or other personalized iden-

tification on each questionnaire to allow matching of participant responses

across the multiple data collection periods.

Cronbach's (1951) coefficient alpha was employed to assess thp reliability

of each multiple item scale. The reliability estimates are presented in Table

1. Most reliabilities were at acceptable levels, with some exceptions for the

two-item scales (see Table 1). Descriptive statistics for both studies are

shown in Table 3.

INSERT TABLES 1, 2 and 3

Study 2. Organizational effectiveness was measured by the Dunham and

1Pierce (1986) scale for work coordination. Interference with personal activl-

ties were measured as in study one. The specific work schedule attitude mea-

* sures from study one were used in study two to measure time autonomy, general

schedule affect, schedule uniqueness, effects on family and social life, and

effects on transportation and personal security.

k•ip Fourteen measures of general worker reactions were obtained for study two.

SFour of these were the same as used in study 1: job involvement, intrinsic

S•motivation, physiological stress, and psychological stress. In addition, the

short form of the Index of Organizational Reactions ( Smith, 1976; Dunham,

Is¶ . .~ SU * C 17 -_ .7- j, .
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j Blackburn, & Smith, 1977) was used to measure satisfaction with: physical work

conditions, coworkers, amount of work, kind of work, career future, company

policies and practices, pay, supervision, and overall satisfaction. Intentions

to quit were obtained through self-report.

p Coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) was employed to assess the internal con-

sistency of the multiple item scales. Table 2 presents the alpha coefficients

for both the experimental and control groups. Again, most reliability estimates

were acceptable. Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 3.

Analyses

In Study 1, only 43 of the 67 participants from Time 1 also participated at

Times 2 and 3. To determine if there were any consistent systematic Time i dif-

ferences between these 43 respondents and the 24 who participated at Time I but

not Times 2 and 3, two-tailed t-tests were conducted for each of the study's 32

dependent variables. Only three of these tests were statistically significant

at the .05 level. These differences indicated that prior to any wo-k schedule

changes the 43 respondents (relative to the 24): were less satisfied with the

5/40 work schedule; perceived more time autonomy; and were more favorable toward

the effects of the 5/40 schedule on family and social life. Given these find-

ings which showed no significant differences on 29 of the 32 dependent variables

in the study, it was judged that the 43 employees who participated at all three

data collection periods were not substantially different from the 24 who partic-

ipated at Time 1 but were unable to participate at Time 2 and/or Time 3. It is

particularly important to note that there were no differences at Time I on any

of the variables directly related to the 4/40 schedule.
A A set of nested and interaction contrasts (i.e., linear combinations of

means where the coefficients add to zero) are tested within a planned comparison

strategy. This is done in a manner consistent with that suggested by Kirk

, -- _' Ný,A _- '
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(1982). Kirk discusses techniques which can be used for a priori identification

of the most relevant specific cell contrasts and subsequent analysis of the sta-

tistical significance for each of these planned comparisons. One of these tech-

niques, known as the Dunn-Bonferroni procedure (see Castaneda, Dunham, & Levin,

1986 for more detail), allows both one- and two-directional tests (or a comoina-

tion of one- and two-directional tests). Significance tests, using the Dunn-

Bonferroni procedure, are conducted by calculating a t statistic and then evalu-

ating this (observed) value against its respective critical value. Observed t

values are calculated according to the following general formula (Kirk, 1982,

p. 107):

TD =.

Where, 4,i

tO -denotes the Dunn-Bonferroni t statistic

4 -denotes the estimated contrast of interest; and

a =denotes the estimated standard deviation of the contrast.

Critical values of tD for traditional alpha levels (.01, .05, .10) are

available (Kirk, 1982; Bailey, 1977; Dayton & Schafer, 1973). Critical values

for nontraditional alpha levels may be calculated with an approximation formula

provided by Kirk (1982, p. 108).

In study one, three contrasts are required to test the five research ques-

tions. Contrasts 1 and 2 address research questions 1-4 while contrast 3 tests

research question 5.

In contrast 1, observed changes for the experimental group between the pre-

test and first post-test periods are compared to the observed changes for the

a control group during the same beriod. This tests for effects as the experimen-

m . . . . . -T .•i Z .. . .. .. . . .. a . . . . . . . . . . *''l - * -• ••
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tal group was moved from a 5/40 to a 4/40 schedule. Contrast 1 may be stated as

follows:

Contrast 1: IET2 - ETII > [CT 2 - CT1I

In contrast 2, the first post-test levels for the experimental group are

compared to the second post-test levels for the same group. This tests for

• effects as the experimental group returned from a 4/40 to a 4/40 schedule. Con-

trast two may be stated as follows:

, iContrast 2: ET3 < ET2

In contrast 3, anticipated reactions to the 4/40 schedule (as measured at

Time 1 while still on a 5/40 schedule) were compared to actual reactions formed

after being placed on the 4/40 schedule. Because it was predicted that antici-

S• pated reactions would match actual reactions. a two-tailed test was used for

this contrast which may be stated as follows:

SContrast 3: ETj ý ET2

t.o..In study two, four contrasts are required to test the five research ques-

t1ons. Contrasts io 2, and 3 address research questions 1-4 and contrast 4
iNtests research qusin5.

As in Study 1, contrast 1 tests observed changes for the experimental group

between the pre-test and first post-test periods in comparison to observed

changes for the control group during the same period. This tests for effects as

the experimental group was moved from a 5/40 to a flextime schedule. Contrast 1

appears as follows:

Contrast 1: [ET 2 - ETlI > ICT2 - CT11

The st-ond contrast addresses the same issues as does contrast one but for

changes over a longer time period:

Contrast 2: tET 3 - ET1i > [CT 3 - CTI1

The third contrast focuses on the degree to which the flextime schedule

Sproduced changes in worker reactions across time. Thus, the question "Are reac-

<,:
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tions to flextime different after six months than after three months?" can be

answered. Because there is little basis for a directional prediction, a two-

tailed test was used to test this contrast.

Contrast 3: [ET3 - ET2J 0 [CT 3 - CT2]

Contrast 4 for study 2 is the same as the third contrast from study 1.

This time, anticipated reactions to the flextime schedule were compared to

actual reactions formed after being placed on the flextime schedule:

Contrast 4: ET1 0 ET2

Results

Research Question 1

Research question I addressed the degree to which changes in work schedules

influenced organizational effectiveness (see Table 4). For study 1 (5/40-->4/40

-- >5/40), six of the seven organizational effectiveness measures showed improve-

ment following introduction of a 4/40 schedule although only one of these (cli-

ent service) changed enough to be statistically significant (work coordination

-Adeclined). Even though only one of the six individual variables produced a sta-

tistically significant effect, the pattern of findings was impressive. There-

fore, we conducted a nonparametric sign test which revealed that the pattern of

findings (i.e., the number of mean changes in the predicted direction relative

to what would be expected by chance) was statistically significant (z=1.89,

p<.05). Six of the seven showed decline after return to a 5/40 schedule (qual-

ity did not decline) (z-1.89, p<.0C). For study 2, the only measure of organi-

zational effectiveness (work coordination) declined following introduction of

the flextime schedule (although not at a significant level). Work coordination
p.

did improve somewhat between the three and iix month periods although it was

still lower than prior to the introduction of flextime.
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Insert Table 4 about here

Research Question 2

Research question 2 addressed the degree to which changes in work schedules

influenced interference with personal activities (see Table 5). In study 1,

movement from 5/40 to 4/40 decreased interference with activities with family and

friends (at a significant level) and decreased interference with access to ser-

vices, events, and consumables. Interference with financial activities increased

(at a nonsignificant level). After return to the 5/40 schedule, access to ser-

vices, events, and consumables was unchanged while interference with activities

with family and friends and with financial activities increased (at nonsignifi-

cant levels). In study 2, movement to a flextime schedule increased the amount

of interference experienced in all three areas (although none at a significant

level).

Insert Table 5 About here

Research Question 3

Research question 3 explores the effects of changes in work schedules on

specific work schedule attitudes (see Table 6). In study 1, significant posi-

tive effects were produced for general schedule affect and schedule uniqueness

when employees changed from a 5/40 to 4/40 schedule. Nonsignificant increases

were found for hours of work satisfaction and family attitude toward schedule

wnile nonsignificant decreases were found for time autonomy, effects on family

and social life, and transportation and personal security. Return to the 5/40

schedule produced significant decline for general Schedule affect, uniqueness,
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and hours of work satisfaction and nonsignificant decreases for time autonomy

and family attitude toward the schedule. Nonsignificant increases were identi-

fied for effects on family and social life and transportation and personal

security. In study 2, movement from 5/40 to flextime significantly increased

time autonomy, significantly increased general schedule affect, and signifi-

cantly improved effects on family and social life.

Insert Table 6 About Here

Research Question 4

In research question 4, the impact of schedule changes on general worker

reactions was examined (see Table 7). Only one of the many tests of individual

variables produced significant results. The pattern of findings is, however,

consistent with our predictions. Therefore, we conducted nonparametric sign

tests on the pattern of findings. In study one, following movement from 5/40 to

4/40, seven of eight general reactions showed improvement (z-2.13, p<.05). Upon

return to the 5/40 schedule, seven of eight declined (z-2.13, p<.05). In study

two, introduction of flextime led to improvement for all fourteen general worker

reactions after three months (z-3.74, p<.O1) with all but one of these remaining

above 5/40 levels after six months (z-3.21, p<.01).

Insert Table 7 About here

•m---- - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Research Question 5

The final research question addressed the degree to which anticipated

worker reactions to an alternative schedule (information obtained prior to expe-

rience with that schedule) match reactions which develop subsequent to actual

14
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experience with that schedule. The first test of this question evaluates the

degree to which group mean responses can be anticipated. As is shown in Table

8. no statistically significant differences between mean levels of anticipated

reactions to the alternative schedules and subsequent actual reactions were

found in either study.

Insert Table 8 About here

The second test of research Question 5 focuses on the reactions of individ-

uals to alternative work schedules. High correlations wo.ld indicate that the

rank orduz, of react,•ii dcross a group of individuals was correctly anticipated.

In Study 1 where subject data were matched across time, these correlations were

evaluated. Five of the seven correlations for the experimental group were sta-

tistically significant and reasonably high (between .53 and .72) suggesting good

anticipation of responses. It is useful to compare the experimental group T1-T2

correlations to the T1-T2 correlations for the comparison group. Assuming that

the comparison group correlations provide an indication of the test-retest reli-I. ability of the measures, any significant departure of correlations for the trial

group below those for the comparison group would indicate reduced ability to

anticipate worker reactions to alternative schedules. Of the seven comparisons,

only two (schedule uniqueness and family and social life) produced significantly

lower correlations for the trial group than for the comparison group. This

indicates that anticipation of individual worker reactions is less precise for

these two schedule specific attitudes than "er the remaining five.
DISCUSSION

P'. In many ways, alternative work schedules have been one of the great fads of

the 1970s and 1980s. It was hoped by ;,,any that the utilization of alternative

,%
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work schedules would produce broad benefits for organizations and for the Indi-

vidual members of organizations. Such hopes for 4/40 schedules led Riva Poor to

Smake the following statement in 1970:

In my opinion, 4-day will spread, and spread rapidly, because

it works well. Firms, by and large, are more efficient on 4-

day; and employees, by and large, are better off with a 3-day

weekend. It may also be better for the nation: if firms are

more productive on 4-day, then 4-day has potential for increas-

ing the GNP (Poor, 1970, p. 37).

Despite these hopes, the potential benefits of alternative schedules such as

4/40 or flextime have either not been realized or have been kept well hidden

from the scientific literature. As noted in our introduction to this paper,

support for benefits of Such schedules is scarce and often contradictory.

Our reading of the literature suggests that the utilization of alternative

work schedules has been based largely on a general belief that these alterna-

tives should work well because they are "good." Many seem to accept the simple

A argument that workers prefer alternative schedules so introduction of one will

produce broad and powerful effects on a wide range of worker reactions and orga-

nizatlonal effectiveness. To these believers, we ask "why?" To understand and

manage the potential benefits of an alternative work schedule, we must under-

stand the processes through which these effects operate.

In an attempt to elucidate the processes involved in reactions to work

schedules (alternative or traditional) we offered the model shown in Figure 1.

This model suggests that the characteristics of a work schedule will influence

organizational effectiveness only to the extent that the schedule meets organi-

zational needs and constraints. The schedule should influence worker reactions

to the extent that the schedule meets worker needs and preferences. The impact

•p
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of a work schedule on general worker reactions such as general satisfaction, Job

involvement, organizational commitment, or motivation should actually be quite

minor since specific reactions to work schedules are only a small portion of the

many factors influencing these general reactions.

I Although we are not suggesting that the model shown in Figure 1 is complete,

we do feel it can help in the interpretation of previous research and can help

guide future work in the area. Examination of previous research from the per-

spective of our model suggests a rather haphazard approach to the selection of

dependent variables used for the evaluation of the impact of work schedules. Also

evident is a tendency to assume that an alternative schedule will better meet the

needs, preferences, and constraints of organizations and organizational members.

Reading the literature to determine whether or not 4/40 or flextime is a

"good thing" is as difficult and inappropriate as it would be to read the medi-

im cal literature to determine whether open heart surgery is a good idea without

reference to the condition of the patient. The work schedule literature shows

that sometimes an alternative work schedule improves the organization and some-

5 times it does not. Unfortunately, we are seldom offered enough information

about the "patient" (the organization and its members) to determine whether the

alternative schedule was appropriate or to understand why it did or did not pro-

duce positive effects.

Our model and our reading of the literature both lead us to anticipate ta_

the greatest effects of alternative schedules should be found in worker aci-.

tudes specific to work schedules themselves. Strong, broad effects on gerneral

*1 worker reactions are less likely as is a strong impact on organizational effec-

tiveness due to the many other environmental factors which influence these

dependent variables. Our model does show a linkage from specific reactions to

general worker reactions but these should not be powerful. Our model also shows

'F
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a linkage from general worker reactions to organizational effectiveness which

are likely due to some improvements in attendance and retention. But why expect

a strong direct impact of the work schedule on worker effectiveness? Unless

workers must be high performers in order to use a desired schedule, why would it

motivate employee effectiveness?

In the two studies reported in the present paper, we examined major aspects

of the model shown in Figure 1. We did so in study one for a group of employees

who clearly preferred the 4/40 schedule. In study two we worked with employees

in a situation where over 80 percent preferred flextime over a 5/40 schedule.

The results of these studies help us understand the nature and scope of reac-

tions to alternative work schedules.

As expected given our model and the existing needs, preferences, and con-

straints of the organization and employees involved in study one, a 4/40 sched-

ule did make a difference. It influenced organizational effectiveness but only

to the extent that it met a particular need for client service. 5 It reduced

interference with personal activities but only in an area where employees had

been experiencing specific difficulties. Perhaps its largest impact, however,

was on worker affective reactions to the characteristics of the schedule itself.

A general positive halo (perhaps Hawthorne) effect was also realized for a wide

range of general worker reactions but these were minor if not consistent. When

these workers were returned tc the original 5/40 schedule, these effects were,

for the most part reversed.

In study two, introduction of flextime had an effect in several predictable

areas. Not surprisingly, it made the coordination of work among employees more

51n fairness to those who would ar-"e for a stronger impact on organiza-
tional effectiveness, we should note that we only assessed a relatively narrow
set of factors related to organizational effectiveness.
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difficult (although not a significant level and to a decreasing extent over

time). The flextime schedule had little effect on interference with personal

activities which is surprising in some ways. It can be noted, however, that

these employees reported in an earlier survey that, although a 4/40 schedule

would reduce interference, the particular flextime schedule implemented in this

study did not provide discretion over large enough blocks of time to reduce

interference. The biggest impact for workers changing to flextime was for atti-

tudes specific to the schedule itself. As in study one, the largest single

impact was for affective reactions to the schedule itself. Significant improve-

•, ments were also reported for effects of the schedule on family and social life.

These effects were maintained over both the three and six month periods assessed

in this study. Again, as was found in study one, a general positive halo effect

was realized for a wide range of general worker reactions. Again, these were

consistent but minor. It Is also interesting to note that some of this effect

apparently washed out after six months consistent with that expected of a Haw-

thorne effect.

• •The results of the two studies reported in this paper will probably be dis-

appointing to those who feel alternative work schedules are a cure-all for that

which ails an organization and its employees. These results are, however, real-

istic. In the present studies, alternative schedules were offered which

* addressed a sub-set of organizational and member needs. preferences, and con-

straints. The results indicated that improvements in worker reactions and orga-

nizational effectiveness were realized in these areas but not in others. In

other words, the schedules produced benefits where there was a reason to rXpect

benefits. Strong global, general effects were neither expected nor found.

Most of the tests for impact of work schedule changes in the present stud-

L ies focuscd or group mean changes. it is possible that alternative schedules

1K1%
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have different pcs'tive (or negative) impact for different people. For example,

a working mother or father may react very favorably to a flextime schedule rela-

tive to his/her activities with the family. On the other hand, a young, single,

upwardly mobile individual might react more strongly to a flextime schedule in

the areas of coordination of work and service to clients/customers. Older work-

ers might react with greater physical stress to the ten-hour work day of , ai4o

*- schedule but react favorably to the better access to financia: services during

P the day off. Younger workers might have aulte a different pattern. Such Jif-

ferential effects could account for the fact that our strongest effects tenden

to be in the area of general affect toward the work schedule which, pres•jmablyo

would be influenced by any of these more specific factors. Future research

*i might profitably explore the different profi'es of individual 'esponses to

alternative schedules to more fully understand overall reactions. Documentation

of both employee and organizational needs also dppears necessdry.

In many ways one of the most important findings of the present stucies,
from an applied perspective, was the discovery that it was possible to antici-

pate worker reactions to the alternative schedules prior to their introduction.

Before being placed on 4/40 or flextime, workers told us (through the pre-test

% " assessments) the ways in which they believed they would and would not react to

the alternative scneduies. After three to six months of experience with the ne'M

schedules, these were the reactions whi-h act*jý,.lly ?merged. If fuzure uspe of

the instruments employed in the present studies cCr.f'rMs this predictive abil-

ity, the use of employee input during design and Implementatio.. of alternative

work schedules will greatly enhance the identificati.n and effective introduc-

tion of advantageous work schedules. Data from the present studies identified

two aspects of our work scheduling instruments which might need further work.

Low reliabilities were fcund 'or the transportation and pers•; .ecuriti scale

I- ," " " " "" " •a". • • " '- -- • • ' % - -'• --" " " " "-• " " ° • - - " " " "" . . , -
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and for the uniqueness scale. Although these findings could be due to sloppy

responses, it is more likely that they are due either to the fact that they are

only two-item scales, or to lack of purity within the scales. Additional items

are probably needed for each of these two scales. In addition, the transporta-

tion and personal security scale should probably be separated into two separate

scales.

-'X
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TABLE 1

Reliability Coefficients (Coefficient c)

Study 1

Organizational Effectivness Time 1a Time 2a Time 3b

Performance N.A. N.A. N.A.
Work Coordination

5/40 .78 .91 .84
4/40 .85 .87 .94

Client Service
5/40 .63 .79 .81
4/40 .81 .87 .88

Specific Work Schedule Attitudes

Time Autonomy .93 .94 .96
General Schedule Affect

5/40 .74 .89 .87
4/40 .90 .78 .91

Uniqueness
5/40 .64 .63 .62
4/40 .58 .72 .70

Family & Social Life
5/40 .81 .74 .71
4/40 .72 .86 .90

Family Attitude Toward Schedule
5/40 .44 .77 .95
4/40 .84 .84 .83

Transportation & Personal Security
5/40 .45 .54 .06
4/40 .42 .65 .40

Hours ot Work Satisfaction N.A. N.A. N.A.

General Worker Reactions

General Job Satisfaction .83 .84 .82
Leisure Time Satisfaction N.A. N.A. N.A.
Organizational Commitment .87 .90 .90
Job Involvement .70 .71 .78
Intrinsic Motivation .72 .80 .85
Fatigue .65 .65 .61
Physiological Stress .68 .75 .83
Psychological Stress .61 .68 .69

a Reliability estimates based on total sample.
b Reliability estimates based on experimental group.
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TABLE 2

Reliability Coefficients (Coefficient a)

Study 2 a

Organizational Effectiveness Time 1 Time 2 Time 3

Work Coordination
5/40 .94 .95 .93
Flextime .82 .80 .90

Activity Interference

Family & Friends .88 .87 .89
Services, Events, Consumables .81 .89 .88
Financial .38 .56 .59

Specific Work Schedule Attitudes

Time Autonomy .87 .81 .89
General Schedule Affect

5/40 .84 .83 .89
Flextime .88 .83 .94

Uniqueness
5/40 .51 .42 .68
Flextime .50 .46 .26

Family & Social Life
5/40 .75 .77 .64
Flextime .52 .55 .24

Transportation & Personal Security
5/40 .16 .38 .38
Flextime .40 .56 .63

General Worker Reactions

General Job Satisfaction .76 .81 .78
Physical Conditions Satisfaction .66 .79 37
Coworker Satisfaction .58 .62 .72
Amount of Work Satisfaction .81 .70 .77
Kind of Work Satisfaction .50 .42 .48
Career Future Satisfaction .39 .31 .37
Company Policy Satisfaction .73 .78 .79
Pay Satisfaction .40 .34 .37
.3,pervisor Satisfaction .76 .80 .53
Job Involvement .69 .63 .74
Intrinsic Motivation .50 .57 .59
Intention to Quit .83 .86 .80
Physiological Stress .52 .69 .70
Psychological Stress .69 .63 .71
a Reliability Estimates Based on Total Sample



I
35

ii -
C

* * - a * a P.

- * - 'a

a a

- - a 'a -

- P. .0U' . .

* * a

* . . -
- - a. o.

* . * * a0

* * - - '0

I; a a - a a

2
a -

- - * * � U * -
a

- - 8
- a as a N

iii;' II Ii: I
2

a

* N � 0 * .0 a '0 '0
N - - -, N

U I
C - C -, - - N - C -

N 2
* * * N

.0 - 0 N -
-- * -,

- - - N a

I,-
" * 0

II -' - - - - - N N C C t

o a .o a. N 0 - 0 0 a
N P. C - - a. 0 a a. 0

N N * N '� 2 .0

Is:

.4

S

- 0

- I �I

0 '3 3 � -'3



36

.� - 0 -. N N C
.-- -� 0G -.1 - .A a - - N - . - -

-, . . . . . .

2 � �i
N a 4 4 * 0 - a

I

a a - - N

- - - - a-.- a a1 2 2 d
* a * a .- -

.� a - a a
- 4

- S � 2 �
*0 4 a - q .t

- -.
a 'a

* a .� - - NN

-. - - - a� . 13

� a � i
-, - - N - - -
-, 0 - - a . . -

- - - - - a.
N 0 - 4 .- N a .0

2 a C - -

3 - -. -. - - C - -

N � 2 N a - 2
- . . .

- - - N - - -

a 0� aa 'a ,

I a p p a a a - - a
I - S.

I- I �
- - a a -

a - - -, - 4 4 C .0

N N - E� N S - - 4� I�

- a - - - - N N - - -

�

O 0 N - - - 0 a
a - S a p5 N - N N N

9 N - - - - N N - - -

* -I - a - .0 '0 p5 0 8 ±
- 0 - - - - -� - -

a - a - - - - a
I -

I oa C 0.0 N '

a C) - NC N - NI - -

�-I - C �. N p5 � 0
I . 0 - 4 S 91 0�

N - a - 0 91 - -, *
- I - N N - -

a � = - - .- - - -
a - N 0 - a

N - a a - a N

C - N - - - N

o
- - a - e - p5

* .9

3' 3 3 - 3 � 3 3
0* - - -

- �I - - *1

5
U * - -

C 0 .5 0 0 C
4. .9

� .� � z z -� z *.� -� '-o o � 0 0 o 2 .�X 2 2 � 2 �

� � a a - a - a

-�



37

II I - -' - N C C - 4, -
- .0 0 4� 40 - - 4, - - -

- - N - - N - N N N'�*1
40 40 -. 40 -. . N @4 4', .4 a

-. 40 -' N - 4� N
* 0 - -� - 0

* - N N N N -
- 4

-� .. �. .. *

- 2;
- - N 4, - N N N

N 4, ', - .0 N N 0
@4 4', @4 N 0 04 0

N 40 N N N .0 N .4 4', 0 N

.3 - :
N - N N -

- , �2 �
N N N N N N - 0 O N

� S ii,
4, - -b

N -40 0 4d4

04 N N N 0 N N , * @4 N

4', 0 0 N 0

- 04 .0 4', 0 .0 -

4 N - N N N N N
-' - - - � 4 4 - - -

- S Z � -

N N N 40 N N N N N 4, @4 4', @4 0

-

i �4 C - @4Iif
- - 4, 0 N 4, -

- . 4 , 4 . 4 4',
.. -

.4 S ' . - N N

.4 -� - 4--. 4-I
.4 � 24" .1
414 . N - - 4', ',
@4 - - N - ',4 4, -

NT19 ¼
I N 4,

II -' . 4 4 . �I -
, 4, 0 0 0

0

0 0 40 .0

z
0 . 4 4 4 4 40 N 40

4 N 04 4', N
I 4'. � .4 0
4 N

- @4 4- -4
4, - - 0
U, 4, V

, N N 4� -

-, N . 4 , N N N 04
0 - 0 N

I - .

-

-� C

C - C = 0

�
2 4-' -

i 'I � III!
C C - S S

-4 � 4- .4 -

N 4.4 4 �. 41� Ž; .� .� .� - N N



38

TABLE 4

Research Question 1: Organizational Effectiveness

Ounn-Bonferroni Tests

Study 1 Study 2

Contrast Contrast Contrast Contrast Contrast
1 2 1 2 3

Performance

Quantity .822 -. 178 - -

Quality .075 .032

Reliability .150 -. 605

Reactions to
Problems .485 -. 736

Overall .457 -. 502 - - -

Work Coordination -. 327 -1.394 -. 646 -. 435 .142

Client Service 3.535*1 -. 700 - -

I Critical Value tD(.15/3) = to(.05) = tD(.05), 68 - 1.668

Note: Table values are the Dunn-BonFerroni statistics used to test contrast
effects.
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TABLE 5

Research Question 2: Interference With Personal Activities

Ounn-Bonferroni Tests

Study 1 Study 2

Contrast Contrast Contrast Contrast Contrast
1 2 1 2 3

Family & Friends -1.597*I .874 1.059 1.235 .263

Services, Events,
Consumables -. 112 .000 1.024 1.720 .688

Financial .463 .806 1.794 1.420 -. 250

1 Critical Value tD(15/2) to(.075), 67 = 1.457

Note: Table values are the Dunn-BonFerroni statistics used to test contrast
effects.
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i TABLE 6
Research Question 3: Specific Work Schedule Attitudes

Dunn-Bonferroni Tests

Study 1 Study 2

Contrast Contrast Contrast Contrast Contrast
1 2 1 2 3

Time Autonomy -. 115 -. 576. 1.670*1 .885 -. 709
General Schedule Affect 1.983*2 -3.037*3 3.863*4 3.305*5 -. 052

Uniqueness 2.899*6 -2.863*3 .052 -. 302 -. 332

Family & Social Life -. 425 1.398 2.736*4 2.927*5 .253

Family Attitude Toward
Schedule .299 -. 999 - - -

Transportation & Personal
Security -. 635 .309 .553 -. 250 -. 656

Hours of Work Satisfaction .929 -1.631*7 - - -

I Critical Value tD(.15/3) - tD(.05), 80 - 1.665

2 Critical Value to(.15/3) = t 0 (.05), 68 0 1.668

3 Critical Value tD(.15/3) = to(.05), 41 = 1.684

4 Critical Value to(.15/4) = to(.0375), 78 4 1.809

5 Critical Value to(.i5/4) = tD(.0375), 68 = 1.813

6 Critical Value to(.15/3) = to(.05), 67 = 1.661
7 Critical Value tD(.15/2) = tD(. 0 7 5 ), 42 = 1.468

Note. Table values are the Dunn-BonFerroni statistics used to test contrast
effects.
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TABLE 7

Research Question 4: General Worker Reactions

Ounn-Bonferroni Tests

I
Study 1 Study 2

Contrast Contrast Contrast Contrast Contrast
1 2 1 2 3

General Job Satisfaction .683 -. 872 1.009 1.313 .367
Physical Conditions

Satisfaction - - .704 .603 -. 079
Coworker Satisfaction - - .592 .964 .475
Amount of Work Satisfaction - - .452 .336 -. 128
Kind of Work Satisfaction - - .497 .973 .600

I Career Future Satisfaction - - .845 .847 .052
L Company Policies Satisfaction - - .247 .843 .633

Pay Satisfaction - - .287 .841 .468
Supervision Satisfaction - - .840 .699 -. 166

" Leisure Time Satisfaction .802 -1.507*1 - - -
- Organizational Commitment .309 -. 181 - - -

Job Involvement .538 -. 228 .247 .165 -. 058
. Intrinsic Motivation .199 -. 169 .142 -. 175 -. 312
SIntention to Ouit - - -. 133 -. 235 -. 101

Fatigue -. 425 .042 - - -I Physiological Stress -. 001 .315 -. 487 -. 708 -. 262
Psychological Stress .652 -. 042 -. 757 -. 778 -. 099

1 Critical Value to(.15/2) - t 0 (.075), 42 1.468

SNote: Table values are the Dunn-BonFerroni statistics used to test contrast
effects.
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TABLE 8

Research Question 5: Anticipation of Reactions to Schedules

Ounn-Bonferroni Tests

SCALE Study 1 Study 2

Contrast 3 Contrast 4

Work schedule attitudes toward alternative

schedule (4/40 or Flextime)

General Affect -1.305 -0.899

Uniqueness 1.259 1.384

Work Coordination Effect 0.297 1.279

Client Service Effect -0.295 --

Family and Social Life 0.545 -1.077

Transportation and Personal Security 0.176 0.966

Family Attitude 0.034 --

Note: Table values are the Ounn-BonFerronl statistics used to test contrast
effects.
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